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This paper presents a study of the structural positlons that the subject can 
occupy at S-Strucrure in Spanish, their nature and the set of implications that the 
location of the subject in such positions has for a wide range of quantificational 
phenomena. 1 
I first discuss the Obligatory Inversion Rule proposed in Torrego (1984) and the 
VSO sequences attributed to its application, arguing for a distinction of two dif-
ferent processes and the dissociation of this rule from successive cyclicity. Based on 
the discussion in section 1, I then study the nature of the two positions available for 
the subject in Spanish, SPECNP and SPEc/IP, arguing for the characterization of 
SPEC/IP as an A' -positionjn that language. On the basis of the different nature of 
these positions, an explanation is given for the asymmetric behaviour displayed by 
subject quantifiers that depends on whether this element occupies the preverbal or 
the postverbal position at S-Structure. The analysis will also prove to be valid to 
account for some contrasts in scope displayed by quantified subjects in English and 
Spanish, extending moreover to explain some preverbal quantified subject/quanti-
fied adjunct asymmetries in Spanish. The location and scope possibilities of Wh-
subjects in Spanish will be also captured in a unified way. 
Section 3. further shows that the structural position of the subject affects Wh-ex-
(1) This article is a revised version of my second genetlJl examination paper, written during the fall semester of 
1990. I would like to thank the members of my committee, Arthur Abramson, Howard Lasnik, David Michaels and 
Mamoru Sairo for their help, suggestions and criticisms as m';'ch as for their encouragement. I am also indebted ro 
Jun Abe, Ana Ardid, Andoliri Eguzkitza, Michael Hegarty, Joseba Lakarra, Amaya Mendikoetxea, Toshifusa Oka, 
Jon Ortiz de Urbina, Juan Rodriguez, Koldo Sainz, Daiko Takahashi and Akira Watanabe, as well as to the 
audiences of the Linguistic Workshop in UCONN, the Seminar on Linguistics at the Basque Countty, and the 
Summer Courses of the University of the Basque Country for helpful discussion on previous parts of this .paper. To 
finish, I would like to acknowledge Lisa Cheng, Hamida Demirdash and the 'real subjects in Spanish': Javier 
Ormazabal, Luis Saez and Juan Uriagereka whom, I am afraid, I cannot thank as much as they deserve for their help 
and their interest. Many of the ideas incorporated in this work were born in the light of the discussions we had; 
many other suggestions, in turn, are left open for further research. ·Needless to say, the usual disclaimers apply. 
This research has been funded bya scholarship from the Department of Education, Universities and Research of 
[he Basque Government. 
[ASJU Geh 27,1992,447-491] 
http://www.ehu.es/ojs/index.php/asju 
448 MYRlAM URIBE-ETXEBARRIA 
traction as well as the scope of other quantified phrases, conditioning at the same 
time the semantic import of the sentence, which is understood as presupposed and 
takes scope over the matrix predicate when the subject sits in SPEc/IP. To finish, I 
offer an account of the set of scopal asymmetries examined through the paper that 
relies on the assumption that, unlike clauses with VP internal subjects, the subor-
dinate clauses with preverbal subjects have to undergo movement at iF in order to 
get their characteristic scope. 
1. On the Position of the Subject in Spanish 
1.1 The Obligatory Inversion Rule 
It is a well known fact that under certain circumstances various Romance 
languages, among them Italian and Spanish, allow some word orders in which 
the subject appears to the right of the sentence (as in the Spanish example in (2», 
in opposition to the regular cases with SVO orders in which this element appears 
sentence initially 0): 
(1) SVO Antonia ley6 los 
'Antonia read the 
Ii bros 
books' 
(2) VOS Ley6 los libros Antonia 
Read the books Antonia 
Cases like (2) with a VOS word order have been considered the result of an 
optional rule of Free Subject Inversion (FSI) (or, Subject Post posing) that moves the 
subject NP adjoining it to the right ofVP, as represented in (3):2,3 
(3) Subject Postposing: 
[rp S . INFL [vp[vp V 0] 
i 
However, as Torrego (984) observes, all the cases of posrverbal subjects in 
Spanish cannot be analyzed as a unified phenomenon. Thus, in addition to the 
optional FSI represented in (3), there is a second process, what she calls Obligatory 
Inversion Rule (OIR), (or, Verb Preposing), that also creates sequences in which the 
subject appears after the inflected verb. A major difference between the two proces-
ses is that, whereas in the optional rule of Subject Postposing the subject is the 
element that moves (see (3», according to Torrego the subject does not move in 
(2) For discussion on this topic, its connection to Wh-extraction and relat:ed discussion see, among others, 
Kayne & Pollock (1978), Rizzi (1982), Belletti & Rizzi (1982), Jaeggli (1980), Burzio (1981) and Jaeggli (1984, 
1985). 
(3) Subject postposing does not seem to be a uniform phenomenon (or, at least, to involve the same 
requirements) in all Romance languages, the conditions applying to each case being different. Thus, for instance, 
while rhe phenomenon seems to be highly constrained in Italian (where subordinare clauses do not usually allow 
that order (see Rizzi 1982), or it is limited in French to contexts involving overt operator movement (see Kayne & 
Pollock 1978 for extended discussion), it seems to be quite free in Spanish (see Torrego 1984). 
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Verb Preposing, but rather it is the complex head [V +1]1 that does, as (4) repre-
sents.4 
(4) Verb Preposing: 
[IP (V +1)1 o ]] ,.' :~. 
~ 
Moreover, while the Free Subject Inversion Rule (Subject Postposing) in (2) is 
optional, the Obligatory Inversion Rule (Verb Preposing) has to apply obligatorily in 
certain well-defined contexts. In particular, this rule has to take place necessarily in the 
case of finite clauses when, as the result of a syntactic movement· at S-Structure, a 
Wh-element or its trace appears in COMp;5 consequently, this obligatory rule will 
apply both in main and embedded sentences.6 Thus, from a descriptive point of view, 
the configuration in which this rule applies as well as the resulting structure of its 
application should be more correctly represented as in (4'). Observe that a relevant 
property that derives from the application of Verb Preposing as Torrego characterizes it 
is that the Wh-element or its trace and the inflected verb will be immediately adjacent 
to each other (a property that I will refer to as the adjacency requirement). 
(3) 
(4') 
Subject Postposing: 
[IP S INFL [ vp[ VP 
I 
Verb Preposing: 
[cP IWHI 
twh 
V 0] 
i 
S q ... twh ... ]]] 
I 
(4) According to Torrego (1984), the landing site for the movement of this complex head would be either an 
adjoined position to IP or to COMPo For expository purposes, Torrego represents this adjunction operation as 
adjunction to S although, she observes, nothing in her analysis conflicts with the view that this .operation is an 
adjunction to the complementizer rather than to S. According to her, the S-node created by the adjunction operation 
of V to S does not count for government or Subjacency. 
Following current approaches to the topic, we could redefine this operation in slightly different terms as 
movement from INFL to COMPo Fronting of the Wh-phrase to COMP should also be understood in modern terms 
as movement to SPEClCP. These characterizations would offer us an explanation of the strict adjacency requirement 
that can be observed between the tensed verb and the Wh-phrase in the relevant configurations. See related 
discussion below. 
(5) This property also distinguishes Verb Preposing from Verb Second phenomena in Germanic languages or 
Subject Auxiliary Inversion (SAl) in English. Thus, while the latter restricts its domain of application to main 
sentences, the Verb Preposing rule under analysis affects not only main clauses but also embedded ones, as 
exemplified in (i): 
(i) a. *. Yo nose que Marfadijo 
I don't know what Mary said 
b. Yo no so que dijo Marfa 
don't know what said Mary 
en la conferencia 
in the conference 
en la conferencia 
in the conference 
(6) To be precise, Torrego argues that not all types ofWh-phrases require inversion. Thus, two major groups 
need to be distinguished among Wh-elements with respect to this property: a) Wh-elements that trigger obligatory 
inversion, in concrete the thematic arguments of the verb and the subject of S (that is, internal and external 
arguments); b) Wh-e1ements that do not require obligatory inversion as, for instance, en que medida ('to what extent', 
literally 'in which measure'),por que ('why'), cuando ('when'), cOmo ('how'). 
For· the time being, I will abstract from this difference using only examples with argumental Wh-elements. I 
will come back to this issue in section 3, below. 
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It then follows that while in the Subject Postposing cases the subject appears to 
the right of the argurnental elements in VP (since it is right adjoined to this 
maximal projection), it appears following the moved [V +lh complex head but to the 
left of the argumental NPs in VP when Verb Preposing applies.7 In this paper, I will 
be only concerned with the structures resulting from what Torrego calls the Obligatory 
Inversion Rule, disregarding the optional Subject Postposing rule. 
Considering the properties of Verb Preposing described above, Torrego argues 
that it is possible to retrace the movement of an argumental Wh-phrase via this 
rule. Thus, following her line of reasoning, the derivation of (5b) from (5a) (Torre-
go's (19a,b) respectively), shows that the Wh-element in the highest COMP has 
moved COMP-to-COMP in its way up from the most embedded sentence, which 
provides further support for successive cyclic movement:8 
(5) a. Juan pensaba que Pedro Ie habiadicho que 
Juan thought that P. him-D had told that 
habfa publicado ya el articulo 
had published already the article 
la revista 
the journal 
'J. thought that P. had told him that the journal had published the 
article already.' 
(7) These major differences are exemplified in (ii) and (iii), where (ii) is the result of the application of the 
optional cule of Subject Postposing (FSI), and (iiia) of the obligatory cule of Verb Preposing (OIR); the failure of the 
application of the OIR yields the ungrammatical sentence in (iiib). The sentence in (i), on the other hand, displays 
what is considered the regular surface worclorder in Spanish: that is, SVO. 
(i) SVO 
(ii) VOS 
Julia di6 los libras a Irene 
'Julia gave the books to Irene' 
DiD los libros a Irene Julia 
Gave the books to Itene Julia 
(iii) VSO a. A quien di6 Julia los libros? 
To whom gave Julia the books 
'Who did Julia give the books to?' 
b. * A quien Julia di610s libros? 
To whom Julia gave the books 
As Torrego observes, free subject inversion is always available in Spanish; (iv), (Torrego's (6», exemplifies a case 
where both the obligatory Verb Preposing and the optional Subject Postposing have applied: 
(iv) A quien prest6 el diccionario Juan? 
To whom lent the dictionary Juan 
'To whom did Juan lend the dictionary?' 
(8) Recall that, as mentioned above, Torrego considers Verb Preposing obligatory in every instance in which a 
Wh-phrase or its trace is in COMP (but see fn. (6) above); the tensed verb of that clause has to be preposed over the 
subject in SPEC/IP for the sentence to be grammatical. However, if a Wh-phrase skips a COMP on its way up (a 
possibility to be allowed in the case of argumental WH-s as far as Subjacency and the ECP are respected), no Verb 
Preposing will apply in the clause whose COMP has been jumped over, since the structural conditions for the rule to 
apply (namely, the presence of a Wh-phrase or a Wh-trace in COMP) are not fulfilled. 
It should be kept in mind that the possibiliry just mentioned of skipping a COMP wirhout violating Subjacency 
reduces to the possibiliry of skipping the first COMPo Following the analysis presented by Torrego, this is so because (as 
argued by Rizzi 1982 for Italian), S' but not S counts as a bounding node for Subjacency in Spanish. Thus, in her terms, 
the behaviour of Spanish in this respect provides further support for Rizzi's (1982) analysis ofSubjacency. 
The interrogation mark used in Spanish at the begining of interrogative sentences is systematically skipped 
throughout the paper to avoid confusion with grammaticality judgements. 
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b. Que pensaba Juan que Ie habra dicho Pedro que 
What thought J. that him-D had told P. that. 
habra publicado la revista? 
had published the journal 
'What did John think that Peter had told him that the journal'had 
published?'. 
In (5b) the inflected verb precedes the subject in both the main and the embed-
ded sentences. Following Torrego's analysis, this order is symptomatic of the applica-
tion of the Obligatory Inversion Rule in both the main and the embedded clauses:. 
the inflected verb has been preposed over the subject, which stays in its SPEC/IP 
position. The derivation of (5b), then, would be as follows:9 
1 1 I 
01 + In3 [IP S t13 [cP twh [IP 01 + 1)12 [IP S tI2 
[cP twh [IP 01+1)11 [yp S tIl twh] ] ] ] ] ] ]] ]. 
t I 
Note that this analysis relies on two main assumptions: first, that the inflected 
verb has been preposed over the subject in the main clause as well as in the emb-
edded clauses; and second, that the subject is located in SPEC/IP.I0 
In the remainder of this section, I would like to discuss and propose an alterna-
tive explanation for the VSO sequences under analysis. In concrete, I will argue that: 
a) the VSO order in clauses containing Wh-phrases and Wh-traces in SPEC/CP 
reflects two different structures, each of them displaying different properties, b) the 
subject does not sit in SPECIIP in all the instances ofVSO sequences, but tather, in 
certain cases it remains in its base-generated position in VP, and, finally, rhat c) 
Verb Preposing is not necessarily triggered by Wh-movement through SPEC/CPo 
1.2. Two Different Structures for the VSO Sequences and Some Further Implications 
Even if it seems uncontroversial that the inflected verb moves to COMP in 
sentences with a Wh-phrase in SPEC/CP, it is not however so obvious that the same 
process is involved when that position is occupied by a Wh-trace since, as we will 
see, the latter presents different properties with respect to the adjacency requirement 
with the verb. To say it differently, the surface VSO order attributed to the uniform 
application of the obligatory Verb Preposing rule can be equally obtained in the 
second case if the subject, base-generated within VP, stays in its original position 
and the inflected verb remains in INFL, after raising of V to INFL. 
Let us assume that, in fact, this second strategy is used when a Wh-trace is 
occupying the specifier position of CP; if this is correct, we will expect several 
consequences to follow from this assumption. 
(9) For expository purposes, the structure abstracts from the trace left by the verb in its movement to INFL. 
(10) Note that the second assumption was, at the time when the article was written, the null hypothesis. 
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If, as Torrego (1984) proposes, the VSO orders in both clauses containing a 
Wh-trace and a Wh-phrase resulted from the application of the same Verb Prepos-
ing rule, the prediction would be that the VSO sequences display the same set of 
core properties and obey the same set of restrictions; in concrete, the very same 
adjac,ellcy requirement mentioned above would be expected to hold in both cases, as 
represented in (4') (to avoid unnecessary repetitions, let us call this hypothesis 
hypothesis 1). On the other hand, under a hypothesis like the one presented here that 
takes the instances of VSO sequences in these two type of structures as reflecting 
two different phenomena (which just happen to produce the same surface order), 
some different behaviour can be expected to show up that distinguishes them from 
one another. (This hypothesis, I will call hypothesis 2). 
The following paragraphs offer an analysis of the two types of structures under 
consideration in the light of the adjacency requirement alluded to previously. As 
will be shown, the two structures display different behaviour in this respect, which 
suggests that hypothesis 2 should be favored over hypothesis 1. 
Observe, first of all, that a preposed WH requires strict adjacency with the 
inflected verb;ll that is, the verb has to immediately follow the Wh-phrase and no 
element (including adverbials) is allowed to intervene between the interrogative 
element and the complex head [V + Ih,12, 13 
(7) a. QUE le-HA DADO a veces Elena t a Mamen? 
What her(D)-has given sometimes E. to M. 
'What has Elena given to Mamen sometimes?' 
b. * QUE a veces le-HA DADO Elena t a Mamen? 
c. * QUE Elena le- HA DADO a veces t a Mamen? 
(8) a. QUE DICE ·a veces 
What says sometimes 
t a Mamen? 
toM.? 
Marina que le ha dado Elena 
M. that her(D)-has given E. 
'What does Marina say sometimes that Elena gave to Mamen?' 
b. * QUE a veces DICE Marina que Ie ha dado Elena t a Mamen? 
c. * QUE Marina DICE a veces que le ha dado Elena t a Mamen? 
The same sort of evidence that has been used to prove the adjacency requirement 
in clauses with a Wh-phrase in SPEClCP proves that this requirement does not exist 
(11) Recall that this is also true when a WH sits in the SPEC/CP of an embedded sentence; see examples in fn. 
(5) above. 
(12) The only exceptions are clitic elements such as Ie in (7a) in the text or te in (i) below, where the clitics have 
moved together with the rensed verb: 
(i) QUE te HA DADO Arantza? 
What you-D has given A. 
'What has Aramza given to you?' 
(13) I make use of capital letters for the Wh-phrase and the inflected verb in these examples to make it easier to 
locate the relevant elements and check the adjacency requirement. No focalization intention should therefore be 
attributed to the use of different fonts unless explicitly indicated. 
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for clauses with a posited Wh-trace in that position. 14 Compare some relevant 
examples, displayed in (9) below; while (9a) with the adverbial a veces ('sometimes') 
located between the WH and the inflected verb is ungrammatical (the adjacency 
requirement not being obeyed), (9b) with a veces appearing in between the Wh-trace 
and the embedded tensed verb is, on the contrary, grammatical.l 5 
(9) a. * A QUIEN a veces LE-DICE MariPaz eso t ? 
To whom sometimes him-says M.P. that 
'To whom does MariPaz say that sometimes?' 
b. QUE DICE MariPaz [cp t [c que a veces CREE Juanjo 
[cpo t [c que continuamente HACE Javi t ]]]]? 
'What does M.P. say that]. sometimes believes that). does 
continuously?' 
The fact that certain adverbial expressions can precede the verb in sentences 
containing a Wh-trace in SPEClCP raises some interesting questions as to what 
positions the inflected verb and the subject occupy in these cases.16 Observe thatin 
(14) Recall that, as observed in fn. (4), the adjacency requirement follows from the movement of the tensed verb 
from INFL to COMP, under a modem reinterpretation of the Verb Preposing rule, and the fact thar rhe Wh-phrase 
moves to SPEC/CPo 
(15) With respect to sentences like (9b), it should be noted that they could be considered a little bit unnatural 
by some speakers, since they involve too many temporal modifications, but that abstracting from unnatUralness they 
are absolutely grammatical. 
(16) It should be observed here that a veees ('sometimes') is not a parenthetical expression in any of these 
examples; thus, the sentences above do not necessarily involve any stop or change in the intonation pattern 
preceding or following the adverbial element. Moreover, even as a parenthetical expression, the adverbial element a 
veees (,sometimes') is nor allowed to break the adjacency requirement becween a fronted Wh-phtaSe and the inflected 
verb, as the ungrammatical sentences in (7)-(9) above and degraded example in (i) show: 
(i) )? * QUE, a veces, HA COMPRADQ Cristina) 
What, sometimes, has bought Cristina 
'What has Cristina bought sometimes?' 
Furthermore, in the relevant examples a veees cannot be in SPEC/CP either, since it follows but it cannot 
precede the complementizer que, as shown by the ungrammaticality of the following example: 
(ii) * A quien ha dicho MariPaz [a veces que ha dado Juanjo dinero t l) 
To whom has said M.P. [sometimes that has given]. money 1 
'To whom has MariPaz said that]. has given money sometimes?' 
The only available reading for this sentence is when a veees is interpreted in the higher clause. 
It could be argued that the adverbial element a veces is located in a "recursive CP", whose existence has been 
sometimes proposed to explain sentences like (iii) below, where the interrogative Wh-element follows the com-
plementizer que ('that'): 
(iii) Juanjo nos pregunt6 QUE CUANDO habia venido MariPaz 
]. we-D asked that when had arrived MariPaz 
'Juanjo asked us when MariPaz had arrived' 
Observe however that this possibility would not be available either, since this adverbial can appear preverbally 
(as in (iv)) even in those cases in which 'recursive CP' -like sttuctures are not allowed, as in (v): 
(iv) QUE SOSPECHA MariPaz QUE a veces HACIAJuanjo por las tardes? 
Whar suspects M.P. that sometimes did J. in the evenings 
'What does MariPaz suspect that Juanjo used to do in the evenings? 
(v) * MariPaz sospecha que quien habra venido 
M.P. suspects that who had come 
Related to these issues, it is worth mentioning that Bonet (1989) suggests an analysis fur Caralan that can be 
extended to Spanish in which the SPEC/IF could be an available landing site fat Wh-phrases. According to her proposal, 
there is no need to appeal to a 'recursive CP' for sentences like (ii) above, since que would be located in Camp and cuantfg 
('when') in SPEC/IF, See also Dies.ing (1988) for a similar proposal suggesting that Wh-phraoes move to SPEC/IP in 
Yiddish in certain configutations. I will come back to this proposal later on; see £n. (54) in section 2. 
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the relevant cases of subordinate clauses containing a Wh-trace the adverbial ele-
ment follows the complementizer que ('that'). Since the null hypothesis is that the 
complementizer que is in COMP, the adverbial a veces (,sometimes') has to be located 
in a maximal projection lower than CP, that is, somewhere under IP. If this is 
correct, we are then forced to conclude that in the subordinate clauses with no overt 
Wh-phrase in SPEC/CP (see (9b) above) the inflected verb is in INFL and no Verb 
Preposing (or INFL-to-COMP movement, under our reinterpretation of this pheno-
menon) has taken place. 17 
Given that in these cases the subject follows the inflected verb and this is located 
in INFL, an immediate consequence is that the postverbal subjects in the embedded 
clauses in (9b) are not located in the SPEC/IP, contrary to the Verb Preposing 
analysis of the hypothesis 1 summarized above.l 8 
If only the SPEC/IP position is available for the subject in Spanish, it is difficult 
to explain how the facts in (9) above can be accommodated. A solution to this other-
wise puzzling situation is possible within the so-called VP Internal Subject Hypo-
thesis.19 · 
Suppose, as advanced above, that the position where the postverbal subject in the 
sentences at stake appears is its base generated position, i.e. the specifier ofVP. The 
SVO word order that sentences with preverbal subjects display in Spanish would be 
accounted for by a syntactic movement of the subject from its base-generated posi-
tionin VP to the SPEC/IP, as represented in (10):20 
(10) IP 
~I' 1\ 
VP 
N~ '-----+-~I V~P 
I 
(17) Under a characterization of Verb Preposing as adjunction to IP, it could be argued that the verb has been 
preposed even if it appears after a veces. Bur observe that even if this is so, the fact is that, contrary to the cases in (9a) 
and (i) in fn. (16), the lack of adjacency requirement between the trace in COMP and the verb does not yield an 
ungrammatical result, and therefore the structure does not seem to qualify as an instance of the Verb Preposing Rule 
in the relevant sense. 
(18) Of course, leaving apart the possibility of dislocation of all the elements following the verb, an issue which is 
not relevant here since we are not concerned with the optional rule. I will come later on to this possibility to ensure that 
these sequences are not the result of an optional rule of right dislocation. See £n. (20) below fur related discussion. 
(19) Cf. Zagona (1982), Kuroda (1986), Kitagawa (1986), Fukui and Speas (1986) and Koopman & Sporciche 
(1988), among others. 
(20) A question that can come to mind is how to ensure that in the relevant examples the subjecr and the 
following arguments are not dislocated, which would obviously undermine the hypothesis defended here. Bonet 
(1989) discusses several ways to distinguish dislocated elements in Catalan that, when carried over to the Spanish 
cases under analysis, can help us clarify the issue. 
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This allows us to explain the different properties that the VSO sequences show 
by characterizing and distinguishing two different processes that create this partic-
ular word order. One of them is the Verb Preposing rule as analyzed in Torrego 
(1984) and summarized above; the other one is the absence of syntactic movement of 
the subject from its base-generated position and the lack of movement of the 
inflected verb to COMP. Thus, while the tensed verb has to move to COMP 
whenever a Wh-phrase is in the SPEC/CP of its clause, this seems not to be the case 
in sentences where a Wh-trace, instead of the Wh-element itself, is in that position; 
in those cases the tensed verb need not raise from INFL to COMP, and the reason 
why the subject is postverbal is because it stays in its base-generated position in 
VP.21,22 
Further support for hypothesis II is obtained when the placement possibilities of 
negative polarity items and other adverbials that require strict adjacency with the 
verb are taken into consideration. 
Some languages, among them Spanish, present a well-known phenomenon in 
To begin with, in contrast with cases involving elements dislocated to the right (as (i», there is no necessary 
intonation break or change of the intonation pattern before the poscverbal subject in tbe examples considered above: 
(i) Right Dislocation: 
Que dices que ha hecho, Asier en la biblioteca? 
What say-you that has done, Asier in the library , ' 
Furthermore, whereas sentences containing dislocated elements like (ii) allow continuations in which the 
dislocated elements can be contrasted, this is not allowed in the regular cases analyzed above of the type' in (iii), 
unless accompanied by the special intonation that characterizes dislocation. 
(ii) Que dices que a veces lee, Ana en la biblioteca y no Luis en el autob6s? 
What say-you that sometimes reads, Ana in the library and not Luis in the bus. 
(iii) ??* Que dices que a veces lee Ana en la biblioteca, y no Luis en el autoblis' 
In the same line, dislocated negative polarity items, not allowed whenever dislocated and not c-commanded by 
Neg, are permitted in the structures at stake: 
(iv) a. * No ha leido los libros, por esta razon, ninguno 
Not has read the books, for this reason, nobody 
b, Que dices que no ha hecho ninguno por esa razon? 
What say-you that not has done nobody for that reason? 
'What do you say that nobody has done for that reason?' 
Finally, and as brought to my attention by Javier Ormazabal (p. c), whereas extraction from inside of dislocated 
complements is usually degraded, it is perfect when the object follows the postverbal subject in sentences of. the 
relevant rype above, which provides further support for the idea that the subject is not dislocated in the cases under 
srudy. 
(v) a. ??* De quien dices que ley6 Sorkunde el ano pasado, novelas t ? 
Of whom say-you that read S. the last year, novels 
b. De quien dices que leyo Sorkunde novelas el ano pasado? 
For an interesting discussion of these and other related topics see Bonet (989). 
(21) For the time being, I leave open for further research how to accommodate this work to the possible 
existence of intermediate maximal projections between VP and IP, as otiginally proposed in Pollock (1989) and 
developed in sevecal recent works, 
(22) Note that this makes Spanish closer to English in the sense that Verb Preposing is not triggered by the 
presence of a Wh-trace, in the same way SAl is not. Recall however that, as observed in fn. (5), Verb Preposing is 
triggered by the presence of a Wh-phrase not only in matrix clauses but in embedded ones too, this distinguishing 
Verb Preposing from Verb Second phenomena in Germanic languages or Subject Auxiliary Inversion (SAl) in 
English. But see Den Bensten (1983) for evidence that Verb Second can occur within embedded sentences in certain 
cases; see also Travis (1984) and Platzack (1986) for discussion. 
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which a specific set of elements23 (nadie 'nobody', nunca 'never', apenas 'hardly', en 
m()d() algun() 'in any way', etc.) pattern as if they had double nature: on the one hand 
they act as regular polarity items requiring negation to be licensed (as nadie 'any-
body', nada 'anything', ... ) while, on the other hand, they can be used as universal 
negative quantifiers (as nadie 'nobody', nada 'nothing', etc.) with a negative meaning 
of their own.24 
(11) a. Marfa nunca viene 
'Mary never comes' 
(12) a. Nada qui ere Marfa 
'Nothing loves Mary' 
b. Marfa no viene nunca 
'Maria doesn't come ever' 
c. * Marfa viene nunca 
(Maria comes ever) 
b. No quiere nada Marfa 
'Mary doesn't want anything' 
c. * Quiere nada Maria 
(Maria wants anything) 
When they work as universal negative quantifiers, these elements are heavily 
constrained with respect to the syntactic configurations where they can show up; 
thus, they have to be placed immediately before the verb and only one such n-word 
is allo~e9. to appear in that preverbal position.25 
Given that both Wh-phrases and preverbal n-words require strict adjacency with 
the verb, some conflict is expected in this respect in clauses containing both a Wh 
and a preyerbal n-word; since both adjacency requirements cannot be satisfied at the 
sa.o:ie time and the adjacency requirement of the preverbal n-word interferes with 
the adjacency requirement between the Wh-phrase and the inflected verb in inter-
(23) For expository purposes, I will follow Laka (1990) in calling these elements n-words, the name coming from 
the fact that in Spanish most of them begin by n-. 
(24) Cf., among many others, Rizzi (1982), Bosque (1980), Laka (1990), and references therein. 
(25) To capture this 'double behaviour' under an analysis that maintains a unique negative-polarity-item nature 
for these elements and explains at the same time the series of requirements mentioned above, Laka (1990) proposes 
an account based on the existence of a further maximal projection, the Sigma P (SigP), which she independently 
motivates. She proposes that this maximal projection (that, following her, appears higher than IP in Spanish and 
Basque but lower than IP in English) can be headed either by the Negation head, the Affirmation head or the 
Emphatic Affirmation. 
According to Laka, the cases of preverbal n-words acting as universal negative quantifiers can be accounted for 
by a syntactic movement analysis of both the n-word and the inflected verb to the specifier and head of Sig P 
respectively, this movement operation explaining the adjacency requirement observed between the n-word and the 
inflected verb: The motivation for the raising of the inflected verb would follow, under this analysis, from an 
S-Structure condition, the Tense C-Command Condition, which states that 'Tense must c-command at S-Structure all 
inflectional heads of its clause'; since the Sig P is headed by an inflectional head that is higher than Tense in the 
structure in Spanish, Tense has to move up to c-command this head. 
Following this approach, the restriction that only one n-word can precede the verb is explained under the 
consideration that only one element can occupy a specifier position. On the other hand, the negative meaning that 
these n-words seem to have on their own is explained by the agreement relation that the ncword in the specifier 
position and the inflectional negative head maintain. According to Laka, the structure for sentences like (i) with 
preverbal n-words would be as in (ii): 
(i) Nunca viene Pedro a casa 
Never comes Pedro home 
See Laka (1990) for further details. 
(ii) SigP 
~ 
n-word Sig' 
/-------[Neg.] IP 
ON THE STRUCTURAL POSITI00JS OF THE SUBJECT IN SPANISH 457 
rogative clauses, we expect preverbal n-words not to be allowed in those circums-
tances, a prediction that indeed is borne out: 
(13) * QUE nunca HA HECHO Marivi? 
What never has done M. 
Keeping in mind that preverbal n-words are not allowed whenever the Obliga-
tory Inversion Rule has to apply, let us now consider the following cases of long 
distance extraction, where in addition to a fronted Wh-phrase in the most deeply 
embedded clause an n-word appears preceding the verb in the intermediate CP:26 
(14) QUE liBROi oyo Ana que NUNCA supo ellibrero A QUIENj habfa vendido Jon tj tj? 
Which book heard A. that never knew the librarian to whom had sold J. 
'Which book did A. heat that the librarian never knew to whom Jon had sold? 
In this example, the Wh-phrase que libro has been extracted from the most 
embedded clause. Consider now the derivation of this sentence: the most embed-
ded SPEC/CP is occupied by a Wh-phrase, therefore que libro has to skip it. 
Following the line of reasoning developed above, the n-word appearing before 
the verb shows that in the case of the intermediate CP the Obligatory Inversion 
Rule has not applied, even if the subject appears post-verbally. Now, if the OIR 
is linked to the appearance of a Wh-trace in SPEC/CP, given that this rule has 
not applied in the intermediate clause, it means that this intermediate SPEC/CP 
has also been skipped over by the Wh-phrase on its way up. But if so, the 
Wh-phrase would have passed over two CPs in one single step and the sentence 
should constirute a Subjacency violation. Since it is not, this suggests that the 
Wh-phrase has made use of the intermediate SPEC/CPo If this argument is 
correct, we conclude that the Obligatory Inversion Rule is independent of the 
appearance of a Wh-trace in SPEC/CP. 
The same conclusion is reinforced by an observation in Torrego (1984). It is 
claimed in that work that a difference between the output of the optional Free 
Subject Inversion rule (FSI) and the obligatory Verb Preposing rule (=OIR) relates 
to the possibility of adverb placement. Thus, certain adverbs can occupy sentence 
(26) It is worth noting that, even though the speakers I have consulted, including myself, consider sentences 
like (14) with a Wh-object extracted OUt of a Wh-island grammatical, some speakers find them degraded (see· 
Torrego 1984 and Jaeggli 1985, for Spanish and Picallo 1984 for Catalan). Thus, in the analysis of this particular 
type of structures developed in Torrego (1984) sentences like the one in (i) are ruled out as ECP violations: 
(i) * Que diccionario no sabras a quien habfa devuelto Celia? 
'What dictionary didn't you know who Celia had returned to?' 
According to that analysis, the presence of an argwnental Wh-phrase in the lower COMP triggers Verb 
Preposing obligatorily; since it is assumed there that the trace of the moved verb cannot properly govern the trace of 
the Wh-object, and given that antecedent government from the embedded COMP is not possible (the COMP being 
already occupied by the Wh-phrase a quiin 'to whom', the trace of the object is not governed and the sentence 
results in an Eep violation. 
Looking at [he grammaticality judgements it seems that, apparently, two different dialects of Spanish are at 
work here. It would be extremely interesting to find out the exact ways in which they diverge as well as the 
consequences of this divergence for [he grammar. I leave this question open for further research. 
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initial position if Free Subject Inversion applies, but this option is not allowed if 
Obligatory Inversion does ((15)= Torrego's (4»:27 
(15) a. SIEMPRE LEE 10 mismo Marfa 
always reads the same M. 
'Mary always reads the same' 
b. * QUE siempre LEE Marfa? 
What always reads M. 
c. . QUE LEE Marfa siempre? 
If this adverb cannot occupy sentence initial position when obligatory inversion 
takes place, we can indirectly know when this rule has applied by looking at the 
placement possibilities of this adverbial element. Consider the following sentence, 
which involves long distance extraction of an object:28 
(16) A QUIEN piensa Teresa que SIEMPRE dice J osu que SIEMPRE ve J oserra t en 
el monte? 
Whom thinks T. that always says). that always sees). in the mounts 
'Who does Teresa think that Josu always says that Joserra always sees 
in the mounts?' 
Observe that if, as Torrego suggests, the appearance of siempre sentence initially is 
a symptom of the non-application of the obligatory inversion rule and in turn if a 
Wh-trace in SPEC/CP triggers Verb Preposing obligatorily, this sentence should 
involve a Subjacency violation, since following this hypothesis the Wh-phrase has 
crossed two CPs in its way up. Since the sentence is grammatical, we conclude that 
Subjacency has not been violated and, therefore, that Verb Preposing has to be 
(27) Observe that siemprt also requires adjacency of the verb when it appears sentence initially, as shown in (i): 
(i) a. Siempre come Kepa manzanas 
Always eats K. apples 
b. * Siempre Kepa come manzanas 
Always K. eats apples 
If this requirement is susceptible of being analyzed on the lines of Laka (1990) (see fn. (25», then the 
argumentation in the text would reduce to the previous one with preverbal negative polarity items. 
(28) As observed with respect to some of the examples above, this sentence can be considered a litcle bit 
unnatural due to the repetition of always, but to my eats it is grammatical. Further, observe that even a regulat 
affirmative sentence involving no Wh·extraction like (i) is already quite unnatural: 
(i) Teresa piensa que Josu siempre dice que Joserra siempre ve a Arturo en el monte. 
T. thinks that). always says that). always sees A. in the mounts. 
That the unnaturalness of some examples has to do with the repetition of the adverbial element seems to be 
supported by the fact that examples like (16) improve in naturalness when the adverbial element alternates: 
(ii) QUE piensa Julio que SIEMPRE dice Inma que NUNCA hace Igor? 
What thinks J. that always says 1. that never does 1. 
'What does Julio think that Inma always says that Igor never does?' 
Thus, the use of sietnpre and nunca instead of the repetition of the same token makes the example much more 
natural, despite the fact that both cases would involve the same structure if the case involving sentence initial siempre 
can be analyzed in terms of the Sig P (see fns. (25) and (27». 
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dissociated from the presence of intermediate traces in long distance movement and, 
ultimately, from successive cyclicity.29, 30 
Summarizing, the discussion in this section has shown that, contrary to what was 
assumed in the classical account, the VSO order in interrogative constructions is not 
due to a single obligatory process of Verb Preposing. Based on the location of 
negative polarity items and some adverbial elements, it has been shown that the 
strict adjacency that necessarily holds between a Wh-phrase in SPEC/CP and the 
inflected verb in COMP is not obeyed when SPEClCP is occupied by a Wh-trace. I 
have proposed that the VSO order in clauses with Wh-traces in SPEC/CP follows 
from the fact that the subject can remain in its base-generated position in VP and the 
inflected verb does not raise from INFL to COMPo If these conclusions are correct, long 
distance Wh-extraction of an argument is then independent of the position of the verb, 
and Verb Preposing has to be dissociated from successive cyclic movement. 
Given that two different positions (SPEClIP and the base-generated VP internal 
position) are available for the subject to be located at S-Structure, an immediate 
question arises as to what consequences follow from its placement in one location or 
the other. This and related issues are addressed in the following sections, where the 
relevance of the location of the subject at S-Strocture is studied in the light of 
quantificational scope phenomena and the semantic import ofWh-questions. 
2. On the Relevance of the Subject Position and its Consequences for 
Certain Asymmetrical Quantificational Scope Effects 
From the previous discussion we concluded that there are two positions available 
for the subject at S-Strocture in Spanish: SPEC/vP and SPEC/IP. This section 
studies the nature of these positions and, based on their differences, presents an 
account of a set of scopal asymmetries that preverbal and postverbal quantified 
subjects display in that language. The analysis proposed to account for the Spanish 
(29) Since in the relevant examples the location of the subject in its base-generated position in VP was based on 
the placement of the adverbial a veces (,sometimes') in IP, the reader might wonder what ensures that this element 
appears in fact in that position and not in Sig P, as proposed by Laka for the cases of preverbal n-words. It should be 
kept in mind however that there is a crucial difference between the examples involving a veees (,sometimes) and the 
ones involving n-words and siempre ('always'). As described in the text, when n-words and siempre appear preverbally 
they have to be immediately followed by the inflected verb, which under Laka's account is explained in terms of 
movement of these cwo elements to Sig P. However, this is not the case with a weer; thus, this element does not have 
to be adjacent to the verb when preverbal, as shown by the following example: 
(i) Cristina a veces come en casa 
C. sometimes eats at home 
(ii) A veces Cristina come en casa 
Notice that, furthermore, no stop has to follow the adverbial in (i), (ii) or in the examples used above where this 
element follows the complementizer in embedded clauses. Therefore, we can conclude that the examples with a veees 
involve different structures than those containing n-words or siempre and that unlike those elements a ve&es is in IP 
and the subject is in VP, as proposed above. 
(30) At this point, one could wonder whether argument Wh-phrases necessarily move successive-cyclically 
through intermediate SPEC/CPs, if the conclusion in the text is correct. In fact, these intermediate traces never 
contribute to the semantic interpretation of the Wh-chain (but see fn. 39); and, if Lasnik, Saito (L & S) (1984) and 
Chomsky (1986, 1989) are correct, these traces can freely delete (in fact, under the more restrictive theory in 
Chomsky (1989) have to delete) before LF. The ramifications and consequences of this problem, though, are far 
reaching and go beyond the scope of this paper. 
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asymmetries will also prove to extend to some differences in scopal behaviour displayed 
by quantified subjects in English and Spanish. 
Before introducing the mentioned asymmetries, let us examine the extraction of 
Wh-subjects and the different behaviour that Spanish (as well as other Romance 
languages) and English display in this respect. Consider the following examples, 
where (17a,b,c) correspond to (18a,b,c), respectively: 
(17) a. ,Who bought what? 
b. * What did who buy? 
(18) 
c. Who do you say (*that) bought a computer? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
Quien compro que? 
Que compr6 quien? 
Quien dices que compro un ordenador? 
As (l8a-b) show, when a subject and an object Wh-phrase are present in an 
interrogative clause in Spanish, either one of them can be fronted at S-Structure, the 
result being grammatical. English, on the contrary, exhibits Superiority effects and 
sentences like (17b) in which the Wh-subject remains in situ and it is the object 
Wh-phrase that moves, are bad. Furthermore, while English shows that-trace effects 
in sentences where the embedded subject moves at S-Structure (as in (l7c», the 
parallel Spanish counterparts as (18c) are grammatical. 
These differences have been accounted for by assuming that whereas the trace left 
by the subject can only be governed by antecedent government in English, the 
subject 'seems to behave' like an object in languages like Italian and Spanish and its 
trace can be properly governed by other means in configurations in which antece-
dent government is not possible.31 , 32 Rizzi and Jaeggli pursue an account of this 
(31) See Brandi & Cordin (1989), Rizzi (1982), Belletti & Rizzi (1981), and Jaeggli (1984, 1985), among 
others, for Romance languages. See also Kenstowicz (1989) for independent evidence that in some Arabic dialects 
the subject is extracted from postverbal position whenever the complementizer is present. 
(32) The ungrammaticality of (17b) has been generally accounted for as an ECP violation (see, among others, 
Jaeggli 1980, Chomsky 1981, Kayne 1981 and L & S 1984). The trace left by the movement of who to COMP 
cannOt be antecedent governed from this position, COMP being already occupied by what. Further, since the trace of 
the subject is not lexically governed, lexical government also fails. 
A different account to the problem is pursued in L & S (forthcoming), motivated by the difference of 
grammaticality of examples like the ones in (i) and (ii): 
(i) a. * Wh02 do you think that t2 left? 
b. ? WhOl tl thinks that wh02left? 
(ii) a. * Wh02 do you wonder whether t2left? 
b. ? WhOl tl wonders whether wh02left? 
As (ia) shows, whenever the embedded Wh-subject moves to the higher COMP at S-StruCture and the 
complementizer that is present, the sentence is ungrammatical. However, as given in (ib), if the very same WH 
moves in LF the sentence improves dramatically. L & S (1984) accounted for this difference by arguing that the 
complementizer that deletes at LF; then, INFL moves to COMP at LF, and being coindexed with the subject, it can 
antecedent-govern the trace left by the subject at LF. However, as recognized in L & S (forthcoming), this account is 
no longer available when pairs like the one in (ii) are considered. In this case the improvement in grammaticality of 
(iib) cannot be explained by appealing to the same mechanism, since the complementizer whether has lexical content 
and cannot be deleted at LF. Under their new account, INFL would not move to COMP but rather it would adjoin 
to S. Being a head, and further, being coindexed with the subject, it can antecedent-govern the trace left by who2 at 
LF in (ib) and (iib), which explains their better status. 
Considering this, they argue that (17b) cannot any longer be ruled out as an ECP violation, but rather, it 
should be accounted for as a Superiority Condition violation, an independent condition that should be kept distinCt 
from the ECP. 
ON THE STRUCTURAL POSITIONS OF THE SUBJECT IN SPANISH 461 
based on the possibilities that these Romance languages display with respect to 
subject inversion.33 Thus, following them, in those languages the subject is extracted 
not from the preverbal position but rather from the postverbal one, which is usually 
assumed to be an adjoined position to VP as well as a governed position. 
An extremely interesting analysis in this direction is presented in]aeggli (1985), 
where it is shown that Superiority Effects (which he assimilates to the ECP) are also 
present in the grammar of Spanish when the relevant structural conditions are 
met. 34 Consider the following examples, which involve multiple interrogation and 
instances ofWh-phrases in situ (from Jaeggli 1985): 
(19) a. Quien dijiste que compro que? 
Who you-said that bought what 
'Who did you say bought what?' 
b. Que dijiste que comprD quien? 
What you-said that bought who 
'What did you say that who bought?' 
c. * Que dijiste que quien compr6? 
What you-said that who bought 
'What did you say that who bought?' 
d. Que dijiste que Mario compr6? 
What you-said that Mario bought 
'What did you say that Mario bought?' 
In (19a) the object Wh-phrase remains in situ at S-Structure and raises to the 
matrix SPEC/CP occupied by quien at LF; since the traces left by the Wh-phrases are 
properly governed the sentence is grammaticaP5 With respect to (19b), where the 
subject is extracted from the postverbal position at LF, Jaeggli concludes that the 
necessary licensing requirements are also met, since the sentence is grammatical 
with quien having scope in the matrix clause. Interestingly enough, example (19c) is 
ungrammatical. Jaeggli observes that this ungrammaticality cannot be attribured to 
the failure of Verb Preposing, since the example in (19d) where the subject appears 
preverbally and Verb Preposing has not applied constitutes a grammatical utter-
ance.36 This strongly suggests that (19) is ungrammatical because the trace left at LF 
by the preverbal subject QUIEN does not satisty the ECP. 
(33) See references above. 
(34) Still, he suggests that not all the Superiority Conditions Violations are analyzable under the ECP; 
concretely, Pure SlIperiurity cases such as (i) still remains a problem for the ECP account: 
(i) * What did you tell who(m) that Peter bought? 
(35) See Jaeggli (1985) for the concrete proposal of how government and proper government should be defined 
as well as the government requirements to be obeyed at each syntactic level of representation and at PF. 
(36) Jaeggli follows Torrego (1984) in assuming that the lowermost COMP can be skipped by the WH, which 
being an argumental phrase can move in a single step without violating Subjacency or the ECP. Recall that, as 
mentioned in fn. (8) above, the possibility of skipping the first COMP without violating Subjacency follows from 
the fact that S' but not S counts as a bounding node in Spanish with respect to this condition. 
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Jaeggli's observation seems to be related to a further set of phenomena that, as far 
as I know, has not received a satisfactory account in the literature_ Consider the 
following set of examples, which involve Wh-extraction out of an embedded sen-
tence and postverbal quantified embedded subjects:37 
(20) a. A quien dices que amaba cada senador t ? 
Who say (you) that loved each senator 
'Who do you say that each senator loved?' 
b. Que dices que ha comprado todo dios t ? 
What say (you) that has bought everybody 
'What do you say that everybody bought?' 
As expected, the sentences in (20) are ambiguous in Spanish, allowing two 
different readings. According to one possible interpretation, the WH has wide scope 
over the embedded postverbal subject; thus, an appropriate answer for these exam-
ples could be: 'It is Jon that each senator loved', and 'It is this computer that 
everybody bought'. This construal would be roughly represented as in (21): 
(21) 
a. [cp Whomj lip you say [cpthat [IP each senatori [IP loves ti tjm] ] 
b. [cp Whatj [IP you say [cpthat [IP everybodYi lip bought ti tj]]]]] 
Under the second interpretation, the embedded subject can have wide scope over 
the Wh-phrase, as represented in (22):38, 39 
(37) A word is in order with respect to the qWlntifiers used in the discussion. It is hard to find a good 
counterpart in Spanish for qWlntifiers like everybody or everyone .. One of rhe closest ones, which I use in some of the 
examples, is the colloquial todD diDs (lit. 'every god'); however, there is a tendency for some speakers to interpret it 
with a group reading. See fn. (40) for some remarks on cada ('each'). 
(38) Observe that in the representations in (22) the Wh-phrase is higher than the qWlfitified NP; srill, the latter 
is allowed to have wide scope over the Wh-phrase. This is so because in May's system adjuncrion to S' is prohibited; 
thus, the quantifier has to necessarily adjoin to the matrix S. The possibiliry of rhe wide scope reading of the 
qWlntified expression over the Wh-phrase obtains from the filet that rhe two elements govern each other, the 
qWlntified NP not being exhaustively dominated by the matrix S as the result of the adjunction operation. 
L & S (forthcoming) pursue a different analysis of this particular example. In the new approach, it is claimed 
that LF configurations unambiguously represent scope relations, as in May (1977). Considering this, the reading 
where the qWlntified NP has wide scope over the WH results from the adjunction operation of the first element to 
the matrix CP, as represented in (i); this possibiliry, as JUSt mentioned, is disallowed in May (1985). 
(i) [cP everyone2 [cP whol [IP do you think [Cpbp t2 saw t[ at the rally llll 
See May (1985) and L & S (forthcoming) for relevant discussion and argumentation. 
(39) JWlfi Uriagereka (personal communication) observes that there exists a difference between complements in 
indicative mood and complements in subjunctive mood with respect to the possibilities of quantificational scope. 
According to him, whereas in sentences like (i) below with a subjunctive complement the quantified NP can be 
interpreted as having scope over the matrix verb, in sentences like (ii) with an indicative complement the matrix 
verb ·has scope over the quantified NP. That is, indicative complements seem ro behave as islands in this respect. 
Interestingly, pair readings are possible in both cases. 
(i) Que quieres que haga todo dios t I 
what want-you that do- subj. everybody 
(ii) Que crees que ha hecho todo djos t ? 
what believe-you that has done everybody 
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(22) a. [cpWhoj 
b. [cpWhatj 
[rp each senatori [IP you say [cp that [IP loved ti tjm]] 
[IP everybodYi [IP you say [cp that £Ip bought ti q]]]]] 
Under the wide interpretation of the quantified phrase, pair readings can be 
obtained; in this way, a possible answer to these questions would be: 'Senator Smith 
loved Gary Cooper, senator Brown loved Ava Gadner, .. .', or 'Mary bought a compu-
ter and Susan bought a book'. 
However, when the quantified subject appears preverbally in SPEC/IP (as in 
(23)), one of the readings disappears, and the only available interpretation is that in 
which the Wh-phrase has necessarily wide scope over the quantified subject, as 
previously represented in (21).40,41 
He suggests that a possible explanation for this could be that whereas the quantified expression can move to the 
matrix IP in the first case, this is not possible in the second. The fact that even in (ii) pair readings are possible could 
be accounted for if the relevant relation between the Wh-phrase and the quantifier is not established by these cwo 
elements directly, but rather holds between the Wh-trace left by the Wh-phrase in the embedded COMP and the 
quantifier, which would adjoin to the embedded IP without getting out of the embedded indicative complement. 
(Observe that for this to be correct we have to assume: a) that the Wh-phrase has moved through the embedded 
SPEOCP even if movement in a single step would be allowed in this particular case in Spanish (see fn. (8»); and b) 
that the intermediate trace does not freely delete (at least in this particular case), as might be expected). Even if 
highly interesting, this hypothesis seems to cope with some difficulties to account for a further set of scopal 
asymmetries, studied in detail in section 3. below. 
U riagereka (1988) refers co Torrego & U riagereka (in progress) for an analysis that accounts for the opacity and 
other relevant properties that indicative complements of epistemic verbs display. Thus, they argue that indicative 
. complements of epistemic verbs differ from subjunctive complements of volitional verbs in that the former are taken 
to be "(pcobably adjectival) subordinates" of a posited DP, which would be the true argument of the epistemic verb, 
whereas the volitional complements would be the true complements of the volitional verb. If this analysis proves co 
be correct, the difficulty in getting a wide scope interpretation of the quantified phrase that Uriagereka observes 
might relate to a structural difference. 
In the case of other speakers I have consulted, however, even if the relevant reading seems to be easier to obtain 
with subjunctive complements, it is still possible (with vatious degrees of difficulties) to get the intended reading 
with indicative ones in the relevant examples in the text. 
I have no clear account for why the difficulties in the readings vary from some speakers co others. The issue of 
how quantified NPs inside indicative complements take scope might be more complex than what it looks at a first 
glance, as will be seen in section 3, and it seems that some other factors apart from the difference in mood are 
playing a role. 
Since at this point is not clear to me whether the difficulty in the extraction of quantifiers out of indicative 
complements is only dependent on the mood of the subordinate clause and, moreover, other speakers still seem to be 
able to get the relevant reading finding some contrast in the scope of quantified NPs embedded in indicative 
comp[ements, I will tentatively continue assuming a representation of the embedded indicative complements of the 
traditional sort, though acknowledging that the issue deserves a more detailed study than the one I can offer here; I 
leave this open for further research. 
(40) Some authors avoid the use of cada ('each') because it has been observed that it tends to get wide scope. 
However, notice that if this is true the lack of distributive readings in (23) and, especially, its contrast with (20) 
become especially interesting, providing further support for the point I am trying to show. See also section 3. below 
for some further examples where ea<:b cannot get wide scope. 
(41) The point to be raised also holds for subjects of unaccusative verbs, as for instance: 
(i) a. A donde dices que fue todo dios? 
Where say-you that went everybody 
'Where do you say that everybody went?' 
b. A donde dices que todo dios fue? 
While todo dioJ in (ia) can take either nartow or wide scope, it can only take narrow scope in (ib). 
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What this suggests is that the quantified NP only can raise to adjoin to the 
highermost IP when it is extracted from the postverbal position, but that this 
movement is ruled out when the subject is extracted from SPEC/IP at LF; in this 
case the subject only has scope over the embedded IP. 
This situation is reminiscent of the one observed and discussed by Jaeggli with 
respect to the data in (19). Thus, keeping in mind Jaeggli's account, the first 
analysis that comes to mind is that in (23) the wide scope of the preverbal subject is 
impossible because when this element moves at LF to adjoin to the matrix IP, the 
derivation is ill-formed and results in an ECP violation, as in the case of sentence (c) 
in (19). However, there exist some cases that cast some doubts on the appropriate-
ness of this account; consider the following example: 
(24) Que cuenta Charo que sus amigos han visto en cada ciudad? 
What tells Charo that her friends saw in each city 
'What does Charo tell that her friends saw in each city?' 
The example in (24) is parallel to those in (23) in the sense that it involves the 
extraction of the embedded Wh-object, which moves at S-Structure to the main 
clause, and a quantified phrase (in this case an adjunct QP) in the embedded clause. 
What is crucial in this example is that, as in the case of movement of the subject 
from preverbal position, the trace left by the moved quantified adjunct at LF has to 
be antecedent-governed. It seems logical to expect that since antecedent government 
does not hold in the case of preverbal quantified subjects when they move to the 
matrix IP at LF it will not hold for the adjunct case either. However, the sentence in 
(24) allows a reading in which en cada ciudad takes scope in the matrix sentence too; 
therefore, we are led to the conclusion that there is a correct derivation for that 
movement and that the traces left by the adjunct are properly governed. Since a 
subjacency violation in the case of adjuncts yields an ECP violation (antecedent 
government being necessary), each element of the adjunct chain in the derivation 
must be subjacent to the next one, all the traces being properly governed. From this 
we can conclude that the trace left by the adjunct when it adjoins to the embedded 
IP on its way up is also licensed and, further, that this step is in its turn used to 
govern the immediately anterior trace.42 But, then, a question arises as to what rules 
out the derivation in which the quantified preverbal subject has matrix scope too. 
(42) One might wonder what ensures that it is the whole PP en cada ciudad that moves at LF. In other words, 
what ensures that preposition stranding does not take plate at LF and that it is just the NP cada ciudad that moves, 
its trate being then lexically governed by the 'stranded' preposition en 'in'. Interestingly, preposition stranding is 
ungrammatical in Spanish. Observe that this may not be definite to rule out the posSibility of preposition stranding 
at LF if S-Structure and the level of Logical Form can behave differently in this respect. However, if the analysis of 
comparative constructions in Spanish proposed by Saez (1990) is correct, there is some independent evidence thar 
this process is not allowed at LF either. 
In any case, observe that even if cada ciudad could be lexically governed by en at LF (which, if section 3. is 
correct, doesn't seem to be the case), this would not undermine the main line of reasoning pursued in this section, 
since the crucial case is the difference of scopal properties of quantified preverbal subjects in English and Spanish. 
See related discussion in section 3. 
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Observe that the first step in the derivation of the subject includes adjunction to the 
embedded IP, exactly the same as in the case of the adjunct QP chain.Fron here on, 
the chain created by the movement of the preverbal subject is exactly ona par with 
that created by the movement of the adjunct. But if adjunction to IP serves to 
govern the previous trace in the adjunct chain, it remains mysterious what prevents 
government of the initial trace by the same mechanism in the subject one. 
May (1985) presents an example which is in all respects structurally identical to 
those in (23), but that crucially differs from the Spanish cases in that it is ambiguous 
and allows the reading where everyone takes scope in the matrix clause:, 
(25) a. Who do you think everyone saw at the rally? ' 
b. IS· Wh02 IS everyone3 IS you think [s·1S e3 saw e2 at the rally]]]]] 
Given that the Spanish examples in (23) and the English,one in (25) are identical 
and that both will involve the same S-Structure and LF structure (where both 
quantified subjects are in SPEc/IP and are extracted from that position), it is unclear 
what prevents the wide scope reading for the subject in Spanish andallow~ it in 
English if the relevant fact involved is an ECP violation; that is, given that the 
quantifier chain in (25b) does not violate the ECP, what makes the quantifier chain 
violate the ECP in the Spanish examples in (23) if the derivation is exactly identical 
to theEnglish case? ' , ' 
I have just claimed that the examples in (23) and (24) on the one hand, and (23) 
and (25) on the other seem to be similar in all relevant respects. However, when we 
look at the examples in more detail we observe that there is an important difference 
with respect to the elements compared in each pair under consideration. Thus, 
differing from adjuncts, we have seen that in Spanish there exists a double possibil-
ity for the position of this subject at S-Structure: SPEc/IP or its base-generated 
position in VP; on the other hand, when we compare the relevant elements involved 
in the examples in (23) and their English counterparts of the type represented in 
(25), the same differences arise again since the subject in English can only appear in 
one position at S-Structure (namely, in SPEC/IP), and lacks the double placement 
possibility of its Spanish counterpart. Let us explore in more detail what the conse-
quences of this are and how it can be related to the phenomena under analysis. 
It is generally assumed that the SPEc/IP position behaves as an A-position, since 
it can be an A-binder and it is a position that can be the potential recipient of a 
e-role.43 However, if the hypothesis of the VP internal base-generation of subjects is 
correct and the subject is assigned its a-role in VP, it is difficult to maintain the 
assumption that the SPEc/IP position is an A-position. A possible way t9 reconcile 
the VP internal subject hypothesis and the assumption that SPEC/IP is an A-posi-
tion could be done along the following lines: suppose that a-role assignment is 
linked to Case assignment in the sense that only Case marked NPs will be visible 
with respect to the theta-role they bear; if so, whereas the object will be visible in its 
D-Structure position where it is assigned accusative Case, the subject will only be 
visible once nominative Case has been assigned to it and needs therefore to raise to 
(43) Chomsky (1981) defines an A-position as follows: "An A-position is one in which an argument such as a 
name or a variable may appear in S-Srructure; it is a potential a-position" . 
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SPEC/IP, where it receives Case through SPEC-head agreement with INFL. This 
would allow us to redefine an A-position so as to include that position in which an 
NP becomes visible with respect to its O-role.44 But observe that even if we make 
the definition of A-position dependent on Case, we still do not guarantee that the 
SPEc/IP is an A-position in all languages, since in those languages that allow other 
ways to Case mark the subject apart from the mentioned SPEC-head agreement with 
INFL, the SPEc/IP position could behave as an A'-position. Let us assume that this 
is correct and explore its consequences in the light of the phenomena under analysis. 
There seems to be quite general agreement with respect to the fact that subjects 
can only be Case marked nominative in SPEC/IP in English; following the line of 
reasoning sketched above, the SPEC/IP will behave as an A-position in English. On 
the other hand, when the properties of this position in Spanish are considered, the 
same does not seem to hold since, as we have seen in section 1, this language 
presents instances in which the subject does not move to SPEc/IP to get Case and 
remains in its base-generated position within VP. Since those sentences are grammat-
ical, an immediate conclusion is that the subject NP can receive Case and comply 
with the Visibility Condition in its base-generated position,45 which suggests that 
SPEC/IP will behave as an A'-position in Spanish. If this move is correct, the 
prediction is that both languages should display some asymmetries in this respect. 
In the remainder of this section, I will suggest that, in effect, this is so and that it is 
precisely the asy~etrical behaviour that arises from the different properties of 
SPEC/IP in these two languages that accounts for the phenomena exemplified in 
(20)-(25).46 
If, as suggested, SPEC/IP behaves as an A' -position in Spanish, movement to this 
(44) For related discussion on this issue see, among others, Deprez (1989) and Mahajan (1990). 
(45) For some possible ways to Case mark the subject in this configuration see, among others, Koopman & 
Sportiche (1988) and Raposo & Uriagereka (1990). 
(46) Needless to say, some asymmetries should also arise with respect to Binding if the SPEc/IP position differs 
in the twO languages; more concretely, ifSPEc/IP is an A'-position in Spanish, we would expect it not to count as 
an A-binder. It is, however, a difficult task to construct examples with the relevant configuration to check whether 
.chis is correct. Note, first of all, that in single clauses with a preverbal subject (that is, where the subject has moved 
to SPEc/IP) its trace in SPECNP can count as the relevant A-binder; the relevant cases, thus, should be examples 
where the potential bindee is somewhere higher than SPECNP, so that it is not c-commanded by the A-trace in 
that position, but it is c-commanded by SPEc/IP. Juan Uriagereka (p. c.) suggests the following test: 
(i) a. Que artkulo dice Marfa que el; (no ella) va a publicae porque Juani es famoso? 
Which article says Mary that hei (not she) is going to publish becauseJuani is famous 
b. Que artkulo dice Marfa que a el; (no a ella) van a publicarle porque Juani es famoso? 
Which article says Mary that to himi (not to her) are (they) going to publish because Juan 
is famous 
(ii) a. Que artkulo dices que cada esrudiante va a publicar porque el/su propio padre es famoso ? 
Which article say-you that each student is going to publish because he/his own father is famous 
b. Que articulo dices que a cada estudiante Ie van a publicar porque el/su propio padre es famoso? 
Which article say-you that to each student (they) are going to publish because he/his own 
father is famous 
In (ia) the subject it has moved to SPEC/IP; in (ib) the embedded indirect object a cada estudiante has been 
dislocated from its base-generated position. None of their traces c-command Juan; the subject in the embedded 
adjunct, but let us assume that this subject is c-commanded by both il and a cada estudiante from their final position. 
We can further assume that the position to which the embedded indirect object has moved is an A' -position. 
Considering this, if there were a contrast between (ia) and (ib) «ia) being ungrammatical), we could speculate that 
this is so because the subject in SPEC/IP counts as an A-binder, yielding a Condition C violation. 
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position will count as relevant for those elements that need to move for scope 
reasons; that is, SPEC/IP in Spanish will be a position from which ,scope can be 
taken, while it will not in English. Suppose that once an element takes scope ,at 
S-Structure this scope cannot be changed at LF.47 In the case of English, a quantified 
subject NP will have to move at LF even if it has already moved to SPEC/IP at 
S-Structure, since it has to take scope. In Spanish, however, movement at LF will be' 
possible only when the subject has not moved to SPEC/IP at S-Structure since 
otherwise the scope created at S-Structure would be altered at LF. 
Keeping this in mind, let us turn back to the conflicting cases under analysis, 
repeated here for convenience. Consider first the ambiguous examples in (20): 
(20) a. A quien dices que amaba cada senador t ? 
Who say (you) that loved each senator 
'Who do you say that each senator loved?' 
b. Que dices que ha compradotodo dios d,. 
What say (you) that has bought everybody 
'What do you say that everybody bought?' 
In these sentences the postverbal subject has not moved out from VP to 
SPEC/IF; therefore when it moves in LF it can move up to the highest IP, this fact 
accounting for the ambiguity of scope between the Wh-phrase and the quantifier. In 
any case it moves from an A-position and as far as the derivation is correct, both 
possibilities are available. Consider now example (24): 
(24) Que dices que los amigos han visto en cada ciudad? 
Wha t say-you that the friends have seen in each city 
'What do you say that the friends have seen in each city?' 
In (iia) on the other hand, if the pronominal illsu propio could be interpreted" as a variable bound by the 
quantifier, the 'true' variable would have to be in a position where it c-commands the pronominal; thus, there would 
be an A-trace in SPEC/IP c-commanding the pronominal at LF; (iib), on the other hand, should display cross-over 
effects. Though the judgements are quite murky, there does not seem to be any substantial difference wi th respect to 
the grammatical status of the clauses in each pair, and speakers find all the examples (at best) degraded. It should be 
noted, however, that there might be, in addition, some independent factors -related to the tendency to avoid the 
use of overt pronominals and the asymmetry between subjects and indirect objects in backward pronominalization, 
among others- that interfere with the possibilities of coreference in the structures under analysis and obscure the 
relevant tests. It seems therefore difficult to reach any definite conclusion from here, and I will leave this as an open 
issue. 
(47) This issue has received a particular attention in the literature, especially with regard to Wh-movement 
since, as is well known, the scope of Wh -phrases that undergo syntactic movement is determined at S-Structure and 
cannot be altered at LF. Different hypotheses have been entertained in the literature trying to 'explain this 
descriptive generalization. To cite a couple of them: Aoun, Hornstein and Sportiche (1981) argue that LF 
Wh-movemenr can only originate from A-positions. Lasnik & Saito (1984, forthcoming) pursue an account that 
appeals to the mechanism ofCOMP indexing. However, as Saito (1989) observes, the COMP indexing explanation 
cannot cover topicalization cases like (i) (from Saito 1989): 
(i) * Muy thinks that [the man that bought what]; John knows WhOi ti likes t; 
According to Saito, the ungrammaticality of (i) follows from the fact that the topicalized phrase, having 
determined its scope at S-Structure, cannot move further at LF. When movement of what to the lowest COMP takes 
place at LF, its trace violates the Proper Binding Condition. See related discussion in the text and in fns. (51) and 
(53) below. 
468 MYRIAM URIBE-ETXEBARRIA 
,As in the case of the postverbal subject the quantified adjunct is in its base-gene-
rated position; consequently, it will have to move at LF in order to create a variable. 
Thet:efore; insofar as the movement of the adjunct quantifier independently obeys all 
th~ 'necessary requirements (and, in particular, the ECP), this element can raise and 
;get scop~ over theWh-phrase.48 
'Consider now the Spanish examples in (23), where the wide scope reading of the 
subject is not allowed, while comparing it with the English example in (25), which 
is structurally identical and allows the wide scope reading of this element:49 
, (25) Who do you think everyone saw at the rally? 
IS· Wh02 [s everyone3 IS you think [s·1S e3 saw e2 at the rally]]]]] 
(23) A quien dices que cada senador amaba? 
*£Cp WhojUp each senatorJIP you say [cp that UP ti loved tj ]]]]] 
As mentioned previously, there is no way to rule the English derivation in while 
ruling the Spanish one out, since they are identical; the only way to find a difference 
between both cases is if, as proposed, the movement of the subject to SPEc/IP in 
Spani~h counts as a valid movement for the quantifier in terms of scope, whereas the 
Engllsh'tase differs in that respect.50 If this is correct, the absence of the wide scope 
readirig in (23) follows from the fact that the subject has already moved in the 
relevant'sense to an A' -position at S-Structure and cannot therefore move again at 
LF. Thus, the Spanish preverbal subject can only take the scope that corresponds to 
the movement it realized at S-Structure. In the English case, on the other hand, the 
(48) See section 3. for extended discussion on this particular example. 
(49) For expository purposes, I will use just one of the Spanish examples, the argumentation applying equally to 
the other one. 
(50) Under a theory like L & S (fotthcoming), it could be argued that a difference between the English case and 
the Spanish one is that, whereas INFL raises at LF in English (see £n. (32», it does not in Spanish and, thus, the trace 
left by the preverbal subject at LF is not properly governed. If this were COItect, it would undermine the hypothesis 
defended in the text, which attributes the difference between the languages to the different propetties of the 
SPEc/IP position in each of them. Then, an ECP account would still be possible for the Spanish cases. 
However, if the movement of INFL is required for an appropriate interpretation at the semantic level one can 
imagine that this cannot be language particular, but rather it has to be universal, in the same way we assume that 
even those languages with no ovett Wh-movement have to have it at LF to satisfy the necessary requirements for 
semantic interpretation. If this is correct, the alternative hypothesis presented in the text would be superior to an 
ECP account. 
Mamoru Saito (p.c.) suggests an interesting way to explain why Spanish might lack INFL raising: it might be 
precisely because the subject can stay in VP in Spanish that INFL does not raise in LF in this language. We could 
relare Saito's suggestion to May's (1985) observation that scope domains must range over complete argument 
structures, and not their proper subparts, which May encodes as (i): 
(i) If an operator 0 c-commands a predicate P, then it must c-command all the thematic argument 
positions of P. 
If so, it might be that the LF movement of INFL in English has to do with the need of this inflectional element 
of being higher than SPEc/IP. if this is the position where the subject becomes visible with respect to its a-role in 
that language. This might leave open an ECP account of the English/Spanish asymmetries at stake. 
I will continue assuming the analysis in the text, based on some asymmetries explored in derail in section 3. 
that seem to favor this approach over one that appeals to the ECP as the result of the difference in INFL raising at LF 
in these two languages. It is however wotth noting that the choice of the analysis in the text does not falsify Saito's 
suggestion in relation with INFL movement. I leave this open for further research. 
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movement of everyone to SPEC/IP counts as an A-movement, and the quantifier is 
free to move (in fact, it has to) to an A'-position at LF to take scope.51 
If this approach is correct, it allows a reinterpretation of the data introduced by 
Jaeggli, with the further advantage that it incorporates both, the restrictions on 
Wh-subjects and quantified subjects, in a unified way. Let us review Jaeggli's 
examples in the light of the discussion developed above; recall that the crucial case 
was (19c) since, following Jaeggli, it demonstrates that similar to English, Spanish 
shows Superiority effects too, the derivation where the subject Wh-phrase moves at 
LF being ruled out by the ECP. 
(19) a. 
b. 
Quien dijiste que comprD que? 
Who you-said that bought what 
'Who did you say bought what?' 
Que dijiste que comprD quien? 
What you-said that bought who· 
'What did you say that who bought?' 
c. * Que dijiste que q~ien comprD? 
d. 
What you-said that wl;i6 bought 
'What did you say that who bought?' 
Que dijiste que Mario comprD? 
What you-said that Mario bought 
'What did you say that Mario bought?' 
Under the analysis developed above the movement of the Wh-subject from its 
base-generated position to SPEC/IP counts in all respects as movement to an A'-pos-
ition. However, contrary to those cases involving quantified phrases, there is a 
further requirement to be met in this case by the Wh-phrase: in concrete, it has to 
be in a (+ Wh] COMP at LF.52 Since the Wh-phrase quien has already moved in the 
(51) Howard Lasnik (personal communication) brings to my attention the following English paradigm 
discussed in Lasnik & U riagereka (1988): 
(i) Someone thinks that Mary solved every problem 
(ii) Someone thinks that every problem, Mary solved 
In (i) the quantifier in the embedded clause can marginally take wide scope in the matrix clause. Interestingly, 
when the quantifier is topicalized (that is, adjoined to IP) in the embedded sentence (as in (ii», the matrix scope 
reading of every problem disappears and it can only take scope in the embedded clause. The explanation suggested by 
L & U (1988) to account for this is the same as the one proposed above to explain the Spanish cases under analysis: 
once an operator is in a scope-type position at S-Structure it cannot move further at LF. 
As observed in the mentioned work, this can also provide an account of the following cases involving negative 
polarity items if it is assumed that any such element has to undergo Quantifier Raising (QR) at LF and move up to 
its licensing element. 
(iii) I don't think that Mary solved any problems 
(iv) * I don't think that any problems, Mary solved 
While in (iii) any problems can raise at LF and satisfy its licensing requirements, in (iv) it is in a position in 
which these requirements cannot be satisfied unless movement takes place. However, since this possibiliry is 
disallowed (any problems being in a scope-rype position at S-Structure), the sentence will be ruled out. 
The reader is referred to the discussion immediately below in the text for the extension of the analysis to similar 
cases involving Wh-phrases in Spanish. For considerations of the English cases and their parallelism ro the Spanish 
ones see £n. (53), which swnmarizes the discussion of those cases in L & U (1988). 
(52) Observe that this is needed to force movement at LF ofWh-phrases in situ at S-Structure. 
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syntax to an A'-position in (19c), it cannot move further at LF; therefore, the 
sentence is ruled out not because the trace left at LF by the WH cannot be properly 
governed, since in fact it will not move, but rather because it violates the [ + WH] 
requirement imposed on Wh-phrases.53, 54 
Summarizing, in this section I have presented an analysis of certain constructions 
involving quantified subjects. It has been shown that some asymmetrical scope facts 
arise that are conditioned by the different positions the quantified subject can 
occupy at S-Structure. In concrete, in the case of embedded sentences containing a 
quantified subject the possibilities for this element to take matrix scope have been 
(53) I am thankful to Mamoru Saito for bringing to my attention the relevance of this fact and to Howard 
Lasnik for pointing out to me the similarity of the Spanish cases considered above and the English cases in Lasnik & 
Vriagereka(L & V) (1988) presented immediately below. (See also fn. (46) and (50». 
L & V (1988) examine the following examples which are directly related to the discussion presented in the text, 
and seem to lead to a similar conclusion. 
(i) a. Who thinks that I like John 
b. Who thinks that John I like 
c. Who thinks that I like who 
d. * Who thinks that who I like 
The examples in (ib,d) involve embedded topicalization (that is, adjunction to IP) of the objects of the 
embedded clause, the NP John and the Wh-phrase who. Interestingly, while (ib) is grammatical, (id), where the 
topicalized element is the object Wh-phrase, is not. It is suggested there that a possible explanation for this fact 
(apart from the descriptive generalization that a Wh-phrase cannot be topicalized) is that the topicalized Wh-phrase 
cannot undergo further movement at LF. This disallows movement of the Wh-phrase to the matrix [ + WH] COMP 
where it should receive its appropriate scope. I interpret this as the impossibility of Who in the IP-adjoined position 
to fulfill the [+ WH] requirement, and not as the impossibiliry of the WH of taking scope from that position, since 
regular quantifiers can in fact do so when topicalized (as in the case of Someone thinks that every problem, Mary solved 
discussed in £n. (51) above). The parallelism of (19c) and (id) strongly indicates that the conclusion arrived at in L & 
V (1988) as well as in this work is on the right track. It also provides further support for considering SPEc/IP as an 
A' -position in Spanish. 
It is worth noting, however, that there seem to exist certain apparent exceptions to the hypothesis defended 
above that any scope determined at S-Structure cannot be altered at LF. Thus, to give just an example, it has been 
noticed that in Japanese, while being an S-Structure A'-movement, scrambling can be undone at LF. (See Saito 
(1989) and references therein); some other seemingly problematic cases are also pointed our in L & S (1984). The 
reader is referred to Saito (1989) for some suggestions and speculations on how to derive the Japanese facts on the 
basis of the nature of the position to which a scrambled phrase adjoins in Japanese. For discussion and suggestions 
on how to accommodate some related Polish facts, see Mahajan (1990). 
(54) In fn. (16) section 1, I referred to a proposal by Bonet (1989) to the effect that SPECIIP could be a landing 
site for Wh-movement in Catalan. Further, as mentioned there, Bonet suggests that this could account for 
structures like (i): 
(i) Juanjo nos pregunt6 QUE CUANDO habra venido MariPaz 
J. we-D asked . that when had arrived MariPaz 
'Juanjo asked us when MariPaz had arrived' 
As pointed out to me by Lisa Cheng, this hypothesis might pose a problem for the analysis ofJaeggli's data just 
presented in the text. However, the possibiliry of having a Wh-phrase following que (,that') in embedded sentences 
is almost restricted to the verb preguntar. In this sense, this rype of construction does not constitute the general case, 
but rather, the exception. Further, as brought to my attention by Javier Ormazabal, not only a Wh-phrase but also si 
. (,whether') can follow que ('that') in this rype of constructions, as (ii) bears witness: 
(ii) Pregunt6 que 51 Marfa ley6 e1libro 
asked. that whether Mary read the book 
'(S)he asked whether Mary read the book' 
Given that it is improbable that st is in SPEC/IP, this casts some doubt on the hypothesis that the Wh-phrases 
following que in the other apparent problematic cases are in SPEC/IP. Since this type of construction is highly 
constrained and, further, since it isnot clear what their structure is or where the interrogative elements following 
que are, I assume that the aCCO)lllt appealing to the [+ WH] requirement is basically correct. The reader is referred to 
Vriagereka (1988) for relevant discussion on this rype of structure, 
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seen to be directly dependent on whether it appears in SPECNP or in SPEC/IP: only 
quantified subjects in SPECNP can take matrix scope under the appropriate cir-
cumstances, this reading being unavailable for those that have moved to SPEc/IP at 
S-Structure. This has been contrasted with the possibilities of taking matrix scope 
that quantified adjuncts in Spanish and preverbal subjects in Spanish and English 
respectively show in the same. configurations. I have argued that while SPECNP in 
Spanish and SPEc/IP in English are A-positions, SPEC/IP is an A' -position in 
Spanish. Considering this and the assumption (independently argued for in the 
literature) that once an element moves to an A' -position at S-Structure it cannot 
undergo further movement at LF, I have presented an analysis that accounts for all 
the cases under consideration. This condition makes the right empirical distinction 
between quantifiers remaining in their original position at S-Structure (VP-subjects 
in Spanish, objects and adjuncts) or A-moved elements (e. g., subject raising to 
SPEC/IP in English) from movement to an A' -position at S-Structure (e. g. Wh-move-
ment to SPEc/CP, topicalization in English and movement to SPEc/IP in Spanish). 
Thus, while the former are free to move at LF the latter cannot move further at that 
level, since the relevant movement to an A' -position has already taken place in 
the syntax. Finally, the approach defended here has proved to account for those 
cases involving Wh-phrases presented by Jaeggli (1985) as Superiority Condition 
violations in Spanish, with the advantage of deriving the restrict'ions operative 
on Wh-subjects and quantified subjects in SPEC/IP in a unified way. 
In the next section, I turn to the different implications of the hypothesis with 
respect to (long distance) extraction of Wh-elements and the semantic import of 
Wh-questions. Some further phenomena regarding quantificational scope will be 
also considered. 
3. On the Interaction of Preverbal Subjects and the Scope of Quantifiers 
The previous section has shown that the position· that a quantified subject 
occupies at S-Structure has some implications with respect to the scope possibilities 
of this element. In this section I will show that, in addition to the possible con-
struals for the subject itself, the position that this element has at S-Structure has 
further implications for some other elements of its own clause as well as for the 
semantics of the clause in which it is contained. 
Section 1. presented an analysis of constructions involving Wh-questions; recall 
that, as was discussed there, the regular word order in these cases is VSO.55 Let us 
now turn to some interrogative sentences displaying the SVO word order; under our 
analysis, interrogative sentences wher.e the subject has moved to SPEC/IP. Consider 
the following contrast: 
(26) (?) Que dice Juan que Marfa ha dicho que Ana ha comprado t? 
What says Juan that·Marfa has said that Ana has bought 
'What does Juan say that Mary said that Ana bought? 
(55) It should be remembered that we proposed two different structures to account for the VSO sequences; see 
section 1. for discussion. 
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(27) 
a. Por que dice Juan que ha dicho Marla que ha comprado Ana el coche t ? 
Why says Juan that has said Maria that has bought Ana the car 
b. * Por que dice Juan que Marla ha dicho que Ana ha comprado el coche t ? 
Why says Juan that Marla has said that Ana has bought the car 
While the long distance extraction of an argumental Wh-phrase out of sentences' 
with preverbal subjects is grammatical, the corresponding case of extraction of an 
adjunct Wh-phrase is not good.56 Interestingly, sentences like (26) with preverbal 
subjects in the embedded clause present a subtle difference in meaning with respect 
to their counterparts with the embedded subject in VP, like (28): 
(28) 
Que dice Juan que ha dicho Marla que ha comprado Ana t ? 
What says Juanthat has said Maria that has bought Ana 
'What does Juan say that Mary said that Ana bought? 
Although abstracting from the position of the embedded subjects the two sen-
tences (26) and (28) are syntactically identical, there is a slight difference in their 
interpretation, having to do with the presuppositional force of the embedded sen-
tences. The consideration of some other relevant examples will shed some light on 
this subtle semantic difference. 
Parallel to the impossibility of downstairs readings in long distance Wh-extrac-
tion in examples like (27b), examples of short distance extraction of adjuncts also 
reveal a contrast with respect to the possible source of the extraction of the Wh-
phrase, which is in turn dependent on the location of the embedded subject, as the 
examples in (29) illustrate: 
(29) 
a. Me pregunto COMO ha mandado JUAN a su hijo a ese colegio privado 
(I) wonder how sent Juan his child to that private school 
I wonder how John sent his child to that private school 
b. Me pregunto COMO JUAN ha mandado a su hijo a ese colegio privado 
(I) wonder how (come) Juan sent his child to that private school 
I wonder how (come) John sent his child to that private school 
In (29a), where the subject of the subordinate clause remains in its base generated 
position, the speaker is requesting information on the way in which Juan sent his 
(56) It is worthnocing that Torrego (1984) presents different grammaticaliry judgments with respect to 
Wh-adjunct extraction. According to her, long distance extraction of adjuncts oue of clauses with preverbal subjects 
is grammatical. Her explanation is that a Wh-adjunct rrioves successive cyclically COMP-to-COMP but that, 
differently to argumental Wh-phrases, it does not trigger Verb Preposing obligatorily (see fn. (6». This apparent 
contradiction with respect to the empirical data might have to do with the intonation pattern in which these 
sentences are uttered. Thus, it seems that the downstairs' reading of (27) is possible with a particular kind of 
intonation, which is very similar to the typical intonation of echo-questions (a matter which I will not discuss here). 
With regard to the long distance extraction ofWh-arguments, on the other hand, in that work it is considered more 
degraded than what I do here. See Torrego (1984) for discussion. See also Uriagereka (1988) for additional cases 
where the downstairs reading of an adjunct Wh-phrase in the uppermost SPECICP at S-Structure in examples 
involving double embedding depends on the lexical specification of the SPEC/IP of the intermediate clause. 
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child to that private school. In (29b), with the embedded subject in SPEC/IP, it is 
presupposed that Juan sent his child to that private school and the question reflects 
a 'surprised reaction' or, loosely speaking, a rhetorical question from the part of the 
speaker, roughly as in the English sentence 'I wonder how come John sent his child 
to that private school'; that is, how come that happened. 57 Thus, the fact that the 
subject appears in SPEC/IP has the consequence that this clause is interpreted as 
presupposed. The contrast in meaning pointed out above between (26) and (28) 
parallels the difference in presuppositional force that we have just seen distinguishes 
(29a) from (29b) and, in the same way as in (29b), the preverbal position of the 
embedded subjects in (26) triggers the presuppositional reading of their clauses. 
Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1971) argue that presuppositions are constant under nega-
tion; by this we can interpret that presuppositions have wider scope than negation. 
If this is correct, given the contrast observed in the previous examples, some 
asymmetries should be expected with respect to the scope between a sentential 
complement and a matrix negation conditioned by the location of the subject in 
SPEc/IP or SPECNP. In effect, this prediction is borne out; consider the following 
examples: 
(30) 
a. Los peri6dicos no han publicado que ha comprado la gente mascaras de gas 
The journals not published that bought people gas masks 
'The journals did not publish that people bought gasmasks' 
b. Los peri6dicos no han publicado que la gente ha comprado mascaras de gas 
The sentences in (30) are again parallel in all respects except for the position of 
the embedded subject; in both cases the matrix clause is a negative sentence but,· 
while the subject of the sentential complement remains in its base-generated posi-
tion in (30a), it has raised to SPEC/IP in (30b).58 When the meaning of these 
(57) There seems to be general. agreement on the filet rhat in (29a) como can be interpreted either as requesting 
information on a VP.adjunct or on an IP·adjunct. In the case of (29b), it is also clear that the VP-adjunct reading 
disappears and that the question has a 'how come' meaning. However, there exists some discrepancy with respect to 
the possibilities of the IP·adjunct reading. Thus, whereas for most speakers I have consulted this reading is not 
available, Juan Uriagereka (p.c.) informs me that it is still possible for him. 
Interestingly, the IP reading of the Wh.adjunct in shorr distance extraction of clauses with preverbal subjects, 
if possible, is probably only available when the interrogative sentence is an embedded clause. See Uribe-Etxebarria 
(in progress) for discussion. 
(58) An interesting question arises here as to what ensures that the preverbal subject is in SPEc/IP and not, say, 
in the SPEC of the Sig P proposed by Laka (1990) (see fn. (25». (The question is relevant especially when Laka's 
suggestion that the nature of Sig P could be characterized in tetms of the speakers presupposition is taken into 
account). There seems to be some evidence that that is not the case. Observe that ifLaka is correct only one XP can 
be fronted to the SPEC/Sig P and the inflected verb immediately follo,,"s the moved XP, having itself moved to the 
head position of SigP. However, relevant cases as the one in (i) can be constructed where an adverb appears in 
between the subject and the verb, which goes against the strict adjacency requirement observed between material in 
SPEc/SigP and the head of SigP, and suggests that the subject is not located in rhe specifier of that projection: 
(i) Los periOdicos no han publicado que la gente frecuentemente compra mascaras de gas 
The journals not have published that people frecuently buys gasmasks 
The journals haven't published thar people frecuendy buy gasmasks' 
As in the other relevant cases with preverbal subjects, the embedded clause in this type of examples is equally 
presupposed and has scope over negation. 
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sentences is considered in detail the expected asymmetry arises: whereas (30a) is 
neutral with respect to the truth value of the complement CP, the readiJ).g of (30b) 
can be paraphrased as 'the fact that people bought gasmasks has been omitted by the 
journals'. In this case the sentential complement has scope over the matrix negation, 
as roughly represented in (30'b). 
(30'b) [Ex: people bought gasmasks] the journals didn't publish x 
That it is the different structural position of the subject that has to do with the 
presuppositional reading is shown by the contrast between examples like (31a) and 
(31b). 
(31) 
a. No se POR QUE querfa JUAN ir a ese concierto; aunque, en realidad, 
(I) don't know why wanted Juan to go to that concert; though, to be honest, 
no estoy segura de que quisiese ir 
I am not positive he wanted to go 
b. *No se POR QUE JUAN querfa ir a ese concierto; aunque, en realidad, 
(I) don't know why Juan wanted to go to that concert; though, to be honest, 
no estoy segura de que quisiese ir 
I am not positive he wanted to go 
Both sentences are identical except for the location of the subjectJuan. Crucially, 
whereas (31a) is grammatical, (31b), with Juan preceding the verb, is ungrammatical. 
The reason for this is that the preverbal placement of the subject in (31 b) involves a 
presupposition (namely, that Juan wanted to go to that concert) that is immediately 
denied by the following clause, yielding a contradiction. 
From what we have seen so far the location of the subject in SPEC/IP triggers a 
presuppositional reading of the clause in which it is contained, which in that case 
takes scope over the matrix clause. Furthermore, the position of the subject is also' 
directly related to the possibilities of long distance Wh-extraction; as we have seen, 
arguments can be extracted out of clauses with preverbal subjects but adjuncts 
cannot, which seems to point to an analysis in terms of the classical asymmetry of 
arguments vs. adjuncts with respect to the ECP. In addition, the range of readings of 
some adjunct Wh-phrases in short distance extraction has also been shown to de-
pend on the surface position of the subject. Since the presupposed embedded clauses 
with preverbal subjects take scope in the matrix clause, I will take this to be a 
distinctive property of these constructions and explore its consequences, as well as 
the way in which this characteristic can account for the cluster of phenomena that 
we have mentioned here. 
3.1. The Adjunction Hypothesis 
We have just seen that the clauses under consideration take scope in the matrix 
clause; Let us assume, then, that as in the case of simpler quantificational expressions 
their scope is obtained in relation to the position they occupy at LF. Since the 
position the clauses under analysis occupy at S-Structure is different from the one 
that corresponds to their scope taking position, the embedded clause with preverbal 
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subject will have to move at LF. In the simplest case, the one with a single level of 
embedding and a preverbal embedded subject, the S-Structure and LF repre-
sentations will look like (32) and (33) respectively:59 
(32) S-Strucrure: (33) LF: 
As (33) displays, the hypothesis to be worked out in more detail through this 
section captures the scope differences of the sentential complements by the move-
ment and adjunction operation of the presupposed sentence to the immediately 
dominating IP. As the result of this movement, the subordinate clause is in a 
position in which it can take scope over the matrix predicate, as is typical of the 
semantics of these constructions.60 
(59) Higginbotham (1985) observes that nominals like the one in brackets in (i), have the property that their 
use implies the truth of the sentence corresponding to the nominal: 
(i) Mary persuaded me ofUohn's lack of talent] 
As he observes, the reason for this cannot be in the verb 'persuade', which is non factive both when its object is 
sentential or an NP: 
(ii) a. Mary persuaded me [that John lacks talent] 
b. Mary persuaded me of something (false) 
He suggests that the property of such abstract nominals can be accommodated under an analysis of the type in 
Higginbotham (1982) for the 'naked infinitive' complements ro verbs of perception and causation. In that work, it 
is argued that 'naked infinitive' complements ace indefinite descriptions of individual events. Taking advantage of 
the event position proposed by Davidson for action verbs, Higginbotham proposes that the apparent clausal 
structure of 'Mary leave' in (iii) below should be represented as in (iv), where an implicit existential quantifier 
quantifies over events. The logical form representation proposed for (iii), then, would look like that (v). 
(iii) I saw [Mary leave] 
(iv) (Ex: x is an event & leave (M, x» 
(v) [Ex: x is an event & leave (Mary, x)] John sees x 
Following Higginbotham, this would account for the ungracrunaticality of sentences like (vi), since at the level 
ofLF this sentence would have the representation in (vii), a typical Proper Binding Condition Violation: 
(vi) * Johm was seen ti leave 
(vii) [leave til; Johni was seen tj 
Considering this analysis, the structure proposed for (i) wowd be: 
(viii) [Ex: lack(John, talent, ell Mary persuaded nie of e 
If factivity is related to tbe existence of an event, the analysis in the t~, while different in many respects, is 
reminiscent to the one proposed by Higginbotham. See Hegarty (1990) for discussion on how to accommodate the 
event type analysis of Higginbotham' to factive phenomena. 
(60) Note in passing that the trace left by the movement of the ~entential complement will be lexically 
governed by the trace of the verb. 
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Having briefly seen rhe adjunction mechanism and the resulting structure at LF 
for the simplest case, let us now turn to a more complicated one, involving double 
embedding. This would be the case of the examples (26) and (27b), repeated here for 
convenience:61 
(26) (?) Que dice Juan que Marfa ha dicho que Ana ha comprado t ? 
What says Juan that Marfa has said that Ana has bought 
'What does Juan say that Mary said that Ana bought? 
(27b) *Por que dice Juan que Marfa ha dicho que Ana ha comprado e1 coche t ? 
Why says Juan that Marfa has said that Ana has bought the car 
(61) Sentences involving a single level of embedding show a parallel contrast with respect to the downstairs 
reading of the Wh-adjunct and its relation to the structural location of the embedded subject; consider (i) and (ii): 
(i) Por que ha dicho Juan que ha venido Marfa? 
Why has said]. that has come M. 
(ii) Por que ha dicho Juan que Marfa ha venido? 
Why has said]. that M. has come 
Thus, whereas example (i) seems to be ambiguous, most speakers show a tendency to find (ii) unambiguous, 
interpretingpor que in the higher clause. Nevertheless, according to some of them, there are some cases in which it is 
possible to recover from the unique unambiguous reading and interpret the Wh-adjunct in the lower clause. The 
judgements are, for the most part, quite subtle and several facts seem to obscure the relevant empirical facts. In some 
of those cases, although the possible answers look as if the adjunct is being read in the embedded sentence, this is 
not necessarily so; consider the following example: 
(iii) Q: Por que piensas que Marfa ha venido? 
Why you-think [hat M. has come 
A: Porque tenfa un examen 
Because she had.an exam 
At a first glance the answer seems to correspond to a downstairs reading of the adjunct Wh-phrase; observe, 
however, that it is also compatible with a matrix reading, if (iii-A) is considered equivalent to (iv,a) rather than to 
(iv,b), as seems to be the case: 
(iv) a. I think that because she has an exam 
b. She came because she has an exam 
Some further factors might also be playing a role, as for instance, the aspect and tense of the verbs. Thus, the 
downstairs reading of the adjunct, available in (v,a) and (vi,a) where the embedded subjects are postverbal, is 
probably harder to be recovered in (vi,b), where the embedded verb is in the future tense, than in (v,b). 
(v) a. Cuando han anunciado que ha llegado Marfa? 
When did they/was announce{d) that has arrived M. 
b. Cuando han anunciado que Marfa ha llegado? 
(vi) a. Cuindo han anunciado que llegara Marfa? 
When did they/was announce{d) that will arrive M. 
b. Cuindo han anunciado que Marfa llegaci? 
Interestingly, the downstairs reading seems to be precluded when two levels of embedding are involved. Thus, most 
speakers consistently reject that the most deeply embedded clause can be an extraction source of the Wh-adjuncr in (27b). 
As mentioned above, the judgements are. quite subtle and it is sometimes difficult to know whether the 
downstairs reading is really possible or JUSt apparent with one single level of embedding, though it is very clear that 
the speakers I have consulted find it much harder when the embedded subjet is preverbal. A possible explanation, if 
the downstairs reading can be somehow recovered, could be that there is somehow a way to override the 
presuppositional reading of the clause with the preverbal subject, avoiding in this way the raising of this sentence at 
LF. It would also be worth exploring whether this state of affairs is related to the possibiliry of quantifier lowering 
in clauses with one level of embedding (as (vii», and to the impossibility of double lowering {as (viii», if in fact the 
lowering can be analyzed in an alternative way involving raising, a matter that I cannot consider here. (Examples 
(vii) and (viii) are taken from Aoun 1990). 
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In this case, the two subordinate clauses have preverbal subjects and, in addition, a 
Wh-phrase has been extracted from the most deeply embedded one. The corresponding 
S-Structure representation of these two examples will look roughly like (34). 
(34) CPl 
~ 
WH IPl 
~ 
Consider the case in which the extracted Wh-phrase is an argument, as in (26) 
above. The Wh-argument will move successive cyclically up to the matrix SPEC 
ICP. Notice that the Wh-movement between D-Structure and S-Structure repre-
sented in (34) is identical to the one of the Wh-argument when the embedded 
subjects are postverbal, given that at this point the whole strucrure has not been 
affected by the LF raising of the embedded (presupposed) sentences. Since the 
extracted WH is an argument, the trace left in its base-generated position is .lexic-
ally governed by the verb and assigned [+'Y] at S-Structure. 
Suppose now that the extracted WH is an adjunct, as in example (27b). The Wh-
movement to the highermost SPEC/CP would take place as in the case of the Wh-
argument considered just now; that is, as represented in (34). However, there is a 
crucial difference between the two cases, since now the Wh-phrase is an adjunct and its 
(vii) Some politician is likely to address John's constituency 
(viii) Some politician seems to be likely to address John's constituency 
In what follows, I will thetefore assume that the downstairs reading of the Wh-adjunct is not possible when the 
embedded subject is preverbal, but admitting that some alternative strategies could be available in some cases 
to override the presuppositional reading of the embedded clause. See fn. (67) for an alternative hypothesis if 
Wh-movement is approached from a different theoretical. position .. 
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traces will not be 'V-marked until LF; by then, the presupposed clauses have already 
raised adjoining to the immediately higher IP; consequently, the relevant configura-
tion when 'V-marking of the adjunct-traces takes place is (35) rather than (34):62 
Observe, however, that the CP where the traces of the adjunct are embedded is in 
a typical CED configuration:63 having adjoined to IP, this CP is not L-marked by 
the verb.64 Following arguments that go back to Huang (1982), L & S (1984), and 
Chomsky (1986), the adjoined CPs thus constitute a barrier for antecedent-govern-
ment.65 In the adjunct chain under consideration, there are two traces in the chain 
(t" wand t' w) that fail to be governed; this is so because these traces in the specifier 
positions of the adjoined CP2 and CP3 respectively are not subjacent to their 
antecedents (t"w and the Wh-phrase, respectively) and thus these traces cannot be 
governed by them. (See fn. (73) for considerations on the initial trace). Since, 
crucially, 'V-marking of the adjunct takes place at LF after all the transformational 
component, all the traces of the adjunct are needed, and the LF-representation in 
(35) violates the ECP. 66, 67 
(62) For ease of exposition, I am abstracting here from the movement of the Verb to INFL. 
(63) The discussion here owns much to suggestions by Mamoru Saito. 
(64) It is the trace left by the moved CP that is an argument and that is L-marked. 
(65) See Fiengo et al. (1988) for related discussion and conclusions. 
(66) See L & S (1984, forthcoming) for details. 
(67) Observe that the adjunction hypothesis might also be worked out if adjunct Wh-movement does not leave 
traces, as proposed by Uriagereka (1988) and Hegarty (1990). Suppose, along the lines in Uriagereka (1988), that 
Wh-movement of adjuncts does not leave traces and that we can distinguish scope from modification; suppose further 
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The LF adjunction analysis allows us to account satisfactorily and in a simple 
manner for several of the properties observed above; in concrete, the scope facts and 
the asymmetry that adjuncts and arguments display with respect to Wh-extraction. 
However, the conclusion reached just now with respect to Wh-extraction of ad-
juncts might seem to be in contradiction with some of the scope facts analyzed in 
section 2. Recall that, as we saw there, quantified adjuncts in embedded sentences 
with preverbal subjects allow matrix scope under certain circumstances; the case 
discussed in the previous section is repeated here for ease of exposition: 
(24) Que dices que los amigos han visto en cada ciudad? 
What say-you that the friends have seen in each city 
'What do you say that the friends have seen in each city?' 
As mentioned before, en cada ciudad can take scope in the matrix clause and pair 
readings are possible. This case clearly contrasts with the impossibility of extraction of 
the Wh-adjuncts in (27b), explained immediately above, and could be a possible pro-
blem for the argument. Let us reanalyze this apparently troublesome example in detail 
in the light of the LF-adjunction hypothesis: in this case too, the embedded clause will 
move at LF, adjoining to !P1; the resulting structure is represented in (36). 
The Wh in the SPEC/CP1 does not raise a problem, since it is an argument, and 
its trace has been "I-marked at S-Strucrure. The quantified adjunct, however, has to 
chac, as Hegarty proposes, Wh-adjunccs need co be governed by a [:"QJ ac LF and chac chey can move downscairs 
from their S-Structure position and be appropriately intetprered in their final LF position as far as rhey are still 
governed by the [+Q) COMP at thac level. If so, in the structure in (35), the reading of the Wh-adjuncc in the 
lowecmosc clause would still be culed ouc since the adjuncc would have to move co a position where it can modify 
this clause and it would not get governed by the matrix [ +Ql COMP in [his final position (CP2 would always be a 
barrier). A further quescion is whecher the Wh-adjunct could be intetpreced as modifYing the intermediate clause 
CP2 in (35), which relates to the discussion in fn. (61). If the Wh-adjunct moved ac LF and adjoined to IP! it would 
scill be governed by the matrix [+Ql COMP; further, it Can modify IP! (to which CP2 is adjoined) from that 
position. This might derive the possibility of the downstairs reading with a single level of embedding discussed in 
fn. (61) and observed by some speakers, although, chen some other explanacion is needed co accounc for why chis 
reading is still impossible in some of those cases wich the same structural configuration. See also Epscein (1991) for 
related discussion. 
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move at LF from its base-generated position to take scope. The narrow scope inter-
pretation is immediately accounted for if the quantifier moves and adjoins to 1P2. 
For the wide scope construal, however, the quantifier has to move higher that IP2. 
Let us then suppose that the quantifier moves adjoining to CP2, the resulting LF 
representation being as in (37):68 
(37)=(24),s LF 
Observe that the quantifier has not moved out of the adjoined CP2, which would 
be a barrier for antecedent government of the trace. Let us now consider the scope of 
the quantified adjunct (Q-adj) in (37) in more detail. Assuming as a departure point 
May's (1985) theory of quantification, the scope of the quantifier is determined by 
the following rule:69 
(38) The scope of ex. is the set of nodes that ex. c-commands at iF. 
(68) Ie is generally assumed that adjunction to CP is not possible; this assumption is needed in order to account 
for several island effects that, undet most theories, would be wrongly predicted to be avoided by Wh-elements using 
this adjunction mechanism. Chomsky (1986), following a suggestion by K. Johnson, speculates on the possibility of 
deriving this restriction from a-theory, if adjunction to a maximal projection prevents the a-relation between that 
maximal projection and its a-role assigner. In the structure at stake, however, the moved CP is not in a position 
where it has to receive a a-role, but rather it is its trace that is assigned the a-role by the verb. If this line of 
reasoning is correct, there is nothing to prevent adjunction of the quantifier to the moved CP2• 
(69) The definition of c-command is stated as follows: 
(i) a c-commands ~ = every maximal projection dominating a dominates ~, and a does not dominate 13. 
With respect to dominance, May argues that to be dominated by an occurrence of a projection has ro be 
understood as 'being dominated by all the members of that projection'. This means that a phrase chat has been 
Chomsky-adjoined to a given projection is not dominated by that projection, but only by part of it. Thus, in a 
scructure like (ii), 
(ii) 13 
~ A OI.i 
~ 
B a /~ 
C D 
the a-projection dominates C and D but not B, which is dominated by 13. See May (1985) and Chomsky (1986) for 
related discussion. 
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Assuming the definition of dominance to be as in May (see fn. (69»; the quantifier 
phrase will take scope over IPl> the same as the Wh-phrase. This is s6 because,accor-
ding to May's definition, neither CP2 nor IPl dominates the quantified phrase Q~adj: 
although this element is not excluded by CP2 nor !Pl, there is at least one segment of 
each projection that does not dominate it. Given this parallelism of scope. betw~en the 
two quantificational elements, pair readings are possible. This result. is, indeed, xl?e 
correct one and we can properly account for the scope properties of the adjunct QP in 
(24). What is more important, our hypothesis. explains the othetwise striking as.-
ymmetry between adjunct wh-phrases and quantifiers in a unified way; the cruc~al 
distinction is that while the Wh-phrase has tobe extracted out ofCP2 and move up to 
the Spec OfCP1, the quantifier does not get outofCP2 and, adjqiningto CP2 and being 
not exhaustively dominated by this maximal projection, it is in the appropriate structu-
ral configuration to take matrix scope. 
Moreover, this hypothesis can easily extend to explain also the observed scope 
asymmetries between adjunct and preverbal subject quantifiers discussed irisecti6n 
2. with respect to examples (23) and (24). Consider again the sentence in (23a); 
analyzed previously in section 2.: 
(23) a. A quien' dices que cada senador amaba t ? 
Who(m) say-you that each senator loved 
As we mentioned above, the quantified NP in SPEc/IP can only get narrow 
scope (scope in the embedded IP) and pair readings are not possible. We accounted 
for this fact arguing that SPEc/IP is an A' -position in Spanish ·and that once an 
element moves to that position at S-Struqure it cannot move further at LF. As I will 
show now, the explanation appealed to above is compatible with the LF-adjunction 
hypothesis argued for in this section, and together they derive the correct result for 
the scopal properties of this example. Consider (39), which displays the LF structure 
of (23) once adjunction has taken place at IF. 
(39)=(23)'s LF CPl 
~
WH IPl 
C~~ 
~ IPl 
IP2 
/~ 
Q-subj I' 
Since the quantified NP has raised to SPEc/IP at S-Structure it has to remain 
there at LF. If so, a clear difference of the quantified subject in (23) with respect to 
the quantified adjunct in (37) is that, sitting in the specifier of IP2, the quantified 
subject is exhaustively dominated by both IP2 and CP2;70 therefore, it will have to 
restrict its scope to 1P2, without the possibility of taking matrix scope. As a 
(70) See En. (69) above. 
482 MYRIAM URIBE-ETXEBARRIA 
consequence of this, the WH in the matrix COMP will always have scope over the 
quantifier in SPEClIP2, and no pair reading will be possible, as is indeed the case. 
Mter having shown how the LF-adjunction hypothesis can derive the correct 
results for all the relevant cases examined in detail in this section, I turn now to a 
more problematic example which will lead us to reconsider the appropriateness of 
this hypothesis from a different point of view. Based on this case, I will present and 
discuss an alternative account, what I willc;aU the SPEClIP hypothesis, which instead 
of deriving the phenomena under analysis by appealing to an LF-adjunction opera-
tion, explains them on the basis of the barrierhood triggered by SPEC/IP. I will then 
discuss some alternative ways to account for part of the data without appealing to 
the SPEClIP hypothesis as well as some striking parallelism between Wh-extraction 
out of factive domains in English and the asymmetries just discussed here that the 
SPEClIP hypothesis cannot explain. Further consideration of a (partially new) set of 
interesting scope asymmetries not expected under the SPEClIP hypothesis will also 
suggest that the originally proposed Adjunction hypothesis is, after all, on the right 
track. 
3.2. The SPEClIP Hypothesis 
Let us now turn back to an example introduced at the beginning of this section 
when we discussed the cases of short distance extraction of Wh-adjuncts in clauses 
with preverbal subjects. . 
(29b) Me pregunto COMO JUAN ha mandado a su hijo a ese colegio privado 
(1) wonder how (come) Juan sent his child to that private school 
'I wonder how (come) Juan sent his child to that private school' 
As mentioned above, in this case the interrogative clause takes the how come 
meaning, and the VP and IP adjunct readings are 10st,71 Assuming the hypothesis 
above, the CP2 would raise at LF, resulting in a configuration like (40): 
(71) But see fn. (57) and (73). 
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The crucial point of this example is that the WH has not been extracted out to 
the matrix SPEC/CP but rather, it is inside the adjoined CP2. Still, some of the 
possible readings disappear. The possibility of appealing to the lack of antecedent 
government from an external COMP to explain the lack of the relevant construals is 
no longer available. Since (29a), the parallel counterpart of this example but with 
the embedded subject in VP, presents those readings that get lost when the subject 
is preverbal, it seems that the absence of the relevant readings is once again conditio-
ned by the position occupied by the subject in the subordinate clause. In the spirit of 
Fukui & Speas (1986), this could be explained under the assumption that whenever 
the specifier of a functional projection is occupied that maximal projection becomes 
a barrier.72 Since in (29b) the embedded subject sits in SPEC/IP, the VP-adjunct 
Wh-phrase would have to cross IP (a barrier under this analysis) and it would not be 
able to antecedent-govern its trace. Since the trace is not lexically governed either, it 
is not governed at all and that reading is ruled out.73 
Note, however, that if the line of argumentation followed in section 1.is correct, 
there might be an alternative reason to account for the absence of certain readings in 
(29b). Thus, as we saw there, Verb Preposing seems to be obligatory in Spanish in 
every instance in which a Wh-phraSe occupies SPEClCP. This seems to be a neces-
sary requirement for the clause to be taken as a regular well-formed Wh-question. In 
(29b), however, Verb Preposing has not taken place in the embedded interrogative, 
as can be gathered from the fact that the subject is preceding the verb, and therefore 
the clause does not qualify as a regular Wh-question. The explanation for the how 
come reading that (29b) presents would follow if it is assumed that in this case como is 
directly base-generated in COMP without binding a trace in IP, as has been pro-
posed for the English how come by Collins (1990).74 
Note, however, that even if we can satisfactorily account for the absence of 
certain readings in cases as (29b) involving short distance extraction by appealing to 
the need of Verb Preposing, the Verb Pre posing hypothesis is not available in cases of 
long distance extraction of adjuncts, such as (27b). Observe that in that case Verb 
Preposing takes place in the matrix clause, whose specifier is occupied by the 
Wh-phrase; further, following section 1, Verb Preposing is 'not necessary in the 
intermediate and the most deeply embedded clause. Since the downstairs reading of 
the adjunct disappears when the embedded subjects· are preposed, we could still 
appeal to the SPEC/IP hypothesis to account for this type of example. If we appeal to 
the SPEC/IP hypothesis, however, a question arises as to the need for LF-adjunction to 
explain the relevant facts. Note that the phenomena of Wh-extraction covered by 
the Adjunction hypothesis so far can be accommodated within the SPEC/IP hypothesis, 
(72) I will not make precise this possible analysis in its whole here. 
(73) A possible explanation, suggested to me by Juan U riagereka (p. c.), for the fact that the adjunct reading is 
still possible for some speakers would be to assume that the IP adjunct is higher than SPEc/IP in D-Structure. 
Thus, when extracted, it does not cross over the subject and moves without crossing a barrier. 
(74) If Collins's analysis can be extended to Spanish examples like (29b), there might be an account for the 
absence of Verb Preposing in this case, as brought to my attention by Michael Hegarty (p. c). In effect, since (Omo 
would be sitting in COMP the verb cannot move to that position. 
The preverbal position of the embedded subject in that example might have to do with the fact that (omo ('how 
(come)') presupposes the truth of its complement, as has been argued for how (01TIf! by Collins. See Collins (1990) for 
the details. 
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given that the subject is always preposed in the relevant cases of long distance extrac-
tion. Consider the following structure, representative of the long distance extraction 
cases: 
(41) [cp WHadj V [Jp ... [cp t [IP S V [cp t [IP S V t 1]]]]] 
The movement of the WH from the most deeply embedded clause to the matrix 
COMP would have to cross over two IPs where the subject is in preverbal position. 
Since, following the SPECIIP hypothesis, the presence of the subject in SPEC/IP 
creates a barrier, the derivation in (41) would be prevented by the failure of antece-
dent government to hold, yielding an ECP violation. In the case of Wh-arguments, 
since the initial trace is lexically governed the derivation would still be allowed. 
This second analysis, thus, could correctly derive the arguments vs. adjunct 
asymmetry with respect to the Wh-extraction. What is not so cloear however is how 
the scope properties of the clauses with preverbal subjects can be accounted for 
under,this hypothesis. Recall that one of the motivations for the Adjunction hypothesis 
was precisely to provide an explanation to the fact that these clauses take scope in 
the matrix IP. 
Furthermore, although the two theories overlap to some extent and are somehow 
redundant with regard to Wh-extraction of adjuncts in Spanish, there are some striking 
similarities between the Spanish Wh-movement of adjuncts analyzed above and some 
English examples where the S-Structure position of the subject does not seem to be 
televant. Thus, in opposition to its Spanish counterpart in (29b), the Wh-phrase in the 
English sentences in (42) can be interpreted either with the IP-adjunct reading or with 
the VP-adjunct one. The same is true in long distance extraction cases when the adjunct 
Wh-phrase can move successive cyclically, as in (42): 
'. (42) a. I wonder how John sent his child to that private school 
b. Why do they think [that she bought the book t 1 
As just said, the presence of the subject does not affect the possible readings 
within the embedded clause of the adjunct Wh-elementJ5 Now, when we consider 
the extraction facts of Wh-phrases out of sentential complements of factive verbs in 
English and compare them to the Spanish cases with preverbal subjects discussed 
above, a surprising parallelism arises: 
(43) a) Extraction ofWh-adjunct 
* Why did they {admit} [that she bought the book t] 
{ forget} 
b) Extraction ofWh-object 
What did they { admit} [that she bought t ] 
{ forget} 
c) Extraction ofWh-subject 
? Who did they { admit} [ t bought the book] 
{ forget} 
(75) If the characterization of SPEC/IP in English and Spanish is correct, this might indicate that the relevant 
factor for creating barrierhood is not just whether the specifier of an inflectional category is occupied but rather 
whether an A' -specifier is, which indirectly points in the same direction as the hypothesis defended here. 
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As the examples show, the argument vs. adjunct asymmetry observed above in 
the Spanish examples also holds in English. In this case, however, the ungrammatic-
ality of (43a) cannot be accounted for by appealing to the SPEC/IP hypothesis, pro-
vided that the downstairs reading of the adjunct in (42b) is available. What is 
relevant here is that the Spanish cases with preverbal subjects and the English cases 
in (43) all share an important property: that the clausal complement is equally 
interpreted as presupposed. If we appeal to the SPECIlP hypothesis to account for the 
Spanish facts a clear generalization is missed, since this hypothesis has nothing to 
say about the English case: notice that (42b), identical to the ungrammatical (43a) 
except for the lexical verb chosen in the main clause, does not lose the downstairs 
reading of the adjunct. The Adjunction hypothesis, on the other hand, can provide an 
unified account with the need of no further assumption.76 
3.3. The Adjunction Hypothesis Revisited 
In the remainder of this article I will show that it is not clear how some 
scopal properties of quantified phrases can be accounted for unless an LF move-
ment of the subordinate clauses under analysis takes place. For this, we will have 
to turn back and reanalyze the interaction holding between the position of the 
subject arid the scopal facts. We have already seen that quantified adjuncts con-
tained in subordinate clauses with preverbal subjects can take matrix scope in those 
cases where a Wh-argument extracted from the embedded clauSe is in the matrix 
COMPo The relevant example, the one under (24), has already been discussed 
extensively in section 2. and at the beginning of this section. For ease of the 
exposition, it is repeated here again. 
(24) Que dices que los amigos han visto en cada ciudad? 
What say-you that the friends have seen in each city 
'What do you say that the friends have seen in each city?' 
The important fact to note is that if the subject of the embedded sentence 
remains in its D-Structure position within VP instead of raising to IP (as in (24)), 
the matrix scope construal of the adjunct QP disappears and, consequently, pair 
reading answers are not possible. 
(44) Que dices que han visto losamigos en cada ciudad? 
What say-you that have seen the friends in each city 
'What do you say that the friends have seen in each city?' 
To say it in a different way, only when the embedded subject is preverbal is the 
matrix scope available for the quantified adjunct. The reason why this should be so 
is not trivial. Some possible ways out of this problem could be suggested. 
Let us consider in the first place a hypothesis where the absence of matrix scope 
(76) Needless to say, the topic of factivity is too complex to be considered in its whole bere. However, if the 
approach taken here is correct, it might open a promising way of research of these structures. For a recent and 
interesting approach to the topic from a different point of view, the reader is referred to Hegarty (1990). See also 
references in fn. (59). 
486 MYRIAM URIBE-ETXEBARRIA 
in (44) is due to the assumption that the adjunct QP is clause bound.77 This 
assumption by itself, however, would leave unexplained the possibility of matrix 
scope in (24), since we should have to admit that 'clause-boundedness' can be 
violated under certain circumstances. In section 2. fn. (39), a difference was mentioned 
with regard to the distinct scopal properties of QP that some speakers note in 
subjunctive and indicative complements. It was suggested there that the difference 
could be attributed to the islandhood that indicative complements display in this 
respect. A suggestion was presented in that footnote to account for the possibilities 
of pair readings that QPs inside indicative complements present despite the island-
hood of indicative subordinates. Following that line of reasoning, it might be argued 
that the quantified adjunct in (24) is clause bound but it can get a wide scope 
reading because of the relation established between the raised quantified phrase 
(which would adjoin to the embedded IP at LF) and the trace left by the extracted 
WH in the embedded SPEC/CPo If this hypothesis were correct, an immediate 
prediction would be that the same procedure is available for the adjunct QP in (44): 
under this analysis, the adjunct would raise at LF and adjoin to the embedded IP; 
the relation between the moved quantified phrase and the trace left by the WH in 
the embedded SPEC/CP would be the same as that established in the case of (24). 
Consequently, we would expect for the adjunct QP in (44) the same matrix scope 
reading available for it in (24). However, as has already been said above, this pre-
diction is not borne out. To finish, if the approach is taken that en cada ciudad is not 
clause bound, we will get into the same kind of difficulties we ran into before to 
account for the different scopal properties of (24) and (44), since there is no obvious 
way to find any relevant difference between the derivation that the adjunct QP 
would have in (24) and the one in (44). On the other hand, if we follow the SPEC/lP 
hypothesis, there is no way to explain the properties at stake either. Observe that it is 
precisely in those sentences with the preverbal subject that the matrix reading is 
possible, which means that the adjunct QP can avoid the barrierhood of the embed-
ded IP by adjoining to it in its way up. But if this derivation is correct, it remains 
mysterious what prevents the same derivation for the QP-phrase in (44). 
Summarizing, it seems therefore that none of the alternative accounts explored so 
far can give a satisfactory explanation of the different behaviour that (24) and (44) 
display with respect to the scopal facts, whether by considering the quantifier clause 
bound or not. The Adjunction hypothesis, on the other hand, provides an elegant 
explanation of the phenomena under analysis. 
From the scopal properties observed so far it seems that the quantified adjunct is 
clause bound, since othetwise it might be able to move to take matrix scope inde-
pendently of the location of the subordinate subject. Let us assume that this is correct, 
while keeping in mind that it is only when the embedded subject is in SPEClIP that the 
quantifier can take wide scope. Recall the structure proposed by the Adjunction hypothesis 
to account for the scopal properties of (24), previously given in (37): 
(77) For some discussion on this topic see, among others, May (1977, 1985, 1988), Aoun & Hornstein (1985), 
Williams (1988), Mahajan (1990) and references therein. 
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(37) LF Representation of (24): 
CPt 
~----------WH IPl 
6,~ ~~ ~ 
Q-adj CP2 IPl 
~
IP2 /---Subj l' 
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As was argued for above, the wide scope and pair reading answer possibilities 
follow from Q-adj not being exhaustively dominated either by CP2 or by IPl . 
Consider now the LF representation of (44), the counterpart of (24) but with VP 
internal subject. Since the subject has not moved to SPEC/IP, no LF movement of 
the embedded clause will take place. 
(45 ') LF representation of (44): 
"" CP2 
/')P2 
/~ 
Q-adj IP2 
6 
Observe that in this LF configuration the quantifi,r is exhaustively dominated by 
CP2, which prevents it from taking matrix scope, a desired result. With this hypo-
thesis, the scopal properties of this example and its contrast with (24) follow 
straightforwardly.78 
(78) While, for most speakers I have consulted, the scope. properties of the embedded adjunct is cleatly 
dependent on the position of the subordinate subject, the grammaticality judgments with regaed to the wide scope 
construal of a quantified object in clauses with postverbai subjects is not a clear matter, and raises a whole set of 
interesting questions. Consider the following representative pairs: . 
(i) a. Que dices que 'Pedro ha dado a cada amigo 
Wha t say-you that Peter has given to each friend 
'What do you say that Peter has .given to each friend' 
b. Que dices que ha dado Pedro a cada amigo 
What say-you that has given Peter to each friend 
'What do you say that Peter has given to each friend' 
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In this section I have argued that the structural posltlon of the subject has 
implications for a wide range of quantificational phenomena and conditions, at the 
same time, the semantics of the sentence. It has been shown that Wh-extraction of 
adjunct phrases and its range of meaning possibilities is dependent on the appearance 
of the subject in SPEC/IP, while Wh-extraction of arguments is always allowed. It 
was observed that preverbal subjects trigger a reading in which the sentence to 
which they belong is understood as presupposed; further, in the case of subordinate 
sentences with preverbal subjects, the embedded clause typically takes scope over 
the matrix clause. To account for the phenomena under discussion I proposed that 
subordinate clauses with subjects in SPEC/IP move at LF to take scope and adjoin to 
the immediately higher IP.79 This hypothesis proved to be correct to account for all 
the scopal properties of the relevant data. An alternative hypothesis that appealed 
just ~o the barrierhood of IPs with specified subjects was then examined, and we 
copp~redahd discussed both hypotheses; in the light of the scopal properties of 
cla:Uses wi~h preverbal subjects, the parallelism of the Wh-extraction facts out of 
factive compiement in English the Spanish data under analysis and, to finish, the 
iffipossibility of wide scope that subordinate adjunct QPs present in this language in 
sentences with postverbal subjects, we concluded that the Adjunction Hypothesis 
seems to be, after all, independently needed. 
(ii) a. A quien dices que Pedro (Ie) ha dado cada libra 
To whom say-you that P. «s)he-D) has given each book 
'Who do you say that Peter has given each book to' 
b. A quien dices que (Ie) ha dado Pedro cada libro 
To whom say-you that «s)he-D) has given P. each book 
'Who do you say that Peter has given each book to' 
For those speakers I have consulted the quantified object in the embedded sentence in (ia) and (iia) (those with 
the preverbal subject) can take matrix scope. Interestingly, there is some divergence with regard co the possibilities 
of the wide construal in (ib) and (iib). Thus, while some speakers accept the reading where the quantifier takes 
matrix scope some others do find some difficulties. Further, any classificatory attempt gets complicated by the fact 
that, as explained in section 2, postverbal quantified subjects in VP can always take matrix scope in opposition to 
those that move to SPEc/IP at S-Structure and only have a narrow reading. The relevant pair is repeated here: 
(20) a. A quien dices que amaba cada senador t ) 
Who say (you) that loved each senator 
,'Who do you say that each senator loved?' 
(23) a. A quien dices que cada senador . amaba t ? 
It seems therefore that we have a three way distinction: (i) quantified adjunctS are always dependent on the position 
of the embedded sUbject; (ii) quantified subjectS in VP can always get wide scope, those in SPEc/IP only get embedded 
scope; (iii) quantified objects can always take wide scope for some speakers but are dependent on the position of the 
subject for others. It is not clear how to account for this srate of affilirs and some additional assumption seems co be 
necessary in order to explain the whole paradigm above. I leave this open for further research. 
(79) Within the 'Adjunction hypothesis there is"a second alternative which, though left unexplored for the time 
being, I would like to briefly point out. Thus, it might be that, instead of the whole subordinate clause with the 
preverbal subject, it is jusr the IP immediately dominating the preverbal subject that moves. Under this hypothesis, 
the Wh-acgumentslWh-adjuncts asymmetry would also come from the different levels at which "V-marking of their 
traces takes place, as above, and the impossibiliry of adjunct extraction would follow from a violation of the Proper 
Binding Condition in the resulting configuration once adjunction at LF takes place. The other asymmetries would 
derive in the same way as proposed above. Observe that, under this hypothesis, the presupposition would follow as 
the semantic result of a syntactic pied-piping operation at LF. Some further relevant data have to be considered and 
different problems be solved before we can evaluate the cwo alternatives in their whole. This is left open for further 
investigation. 
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Summarizing, this paper has studied the structural positions available for the 
subject at S-Structure in Spanish, their nature and properties, and the relevance that 
the placement of the subject in those locations has for a wide range of quantificational 
phenomena. 
We have first analyzed the VSO sequences of clauses involving (long distance) 
Wh-extraction. It has been shown that this word order, which following the clas-
sical analysis results from the uniform application of a single rule of Verb Preposing, 
underlies two different processes and structures, which accounts for the distinct 
properties displayed with respect to the adjacency requirement by the Wh-phrase/verb 
and Wh-trace/verb pairs respectively; this led us to disregard Verb Preposing as 
relevant evidence for successive cyclicity. The study of the different properties of the 
two positions available for the subject, namely SPEc/VP and SPEc/IP, and the 
characterization of SPEC/IP as an A' -position allowed us to account for a set of 
scopal asymmetries displayed by preverbal and postverbal quantified subjects in 
Spanish. The analysis was extended to cover some further asymmetries between 
preverbal quantified subjects in English and Spanish with the need of no further 
assumption. The behaviour of Wh-subjects in Spanish was also accounted for in a 
unified way. 
It has been also shown that, in addition, the location of the subject in SPEC/IP 
has some further implications affecting Wh-extraction, the possible readings of 
other quantified phrases in the clause and the semantic import of its own clause, 
which is understood as presupposed and takes scope in the the matrix clause. We 
have offered an account of all these properties and asymmetries by proposing that 
the S-Structures of subordinate clauses with preverbal subjects do not directly match 
their semantic interpretation, and that a scope induced movement of the embedded 
clause is necessary in the mapping from S-Structure to LF. Needless to say, much 
remains to be done and further investigations will, no doubt, lead us to some 
revisions of the hypothesis; but if the basic tenets of the analysis prove to be correct, 
it opens an alternative and,· I believe, promising way to explore the properties of 
quantification and to relate them from a purely syntactic perspec~ive to a broader set 
of phenomena. 'it 
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